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ABSTRACT 
DO BAD BOYS FINISH FIRST?  AN INVESTIGATION OF A LAY THEORY OF 
HETEROSEXUAL WOMEN’S MATE PREFERENCES 
MAY 2016 
CASEY J. DEBUSE, B.S., COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY 
M.S., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
PH.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Paula R. Pietromonaco 
The notion that heterosexual women are romantically interested in “bad boys” is a 
pervasive lay theory of close relationships in U.S. culture.  The current research 
investigated women’s perceptions of bad boys and individual differences in their 
romantic interest in bad boys.  Three studies recruited heterosexual female participants 
from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk website.  Study 1 asked participants to rate their 
associations of a list of trait adjectives with the bad boy and other prototypes (the “hero,” 
“nice guy,” and “loser”).  Paired comparisons indicated that supportiveness and social 
dominance traits discriminated among prototypes.  Study 2 asked participants to rate their 
romantic interest in profiles derived from these traits and multilevel models revealed that 
greater trait attachment anxiety predicted more interest in less supportive prototypes (i.e., 
bad boy and loser), greater trait attachment avoidance predicted less interest in the ideal 
prototype (i.e., hero), and associations with self-esteem, sociosexual orientation, and 
menstrual cycle phase differed by type of interest (sexual or relationship).  Study 3 asked 
participants to complete attachment primes and rate the same profiles.  Multilevel models 
indicated that the avoidant prime decreased sexual interest in supportive prototypes (the 
vii 
hero and nice guy) relative to other primes, while the anxious prime increased 
relationship interest in socially dominant prototypes (the hero and bad boy) relative to the 
avoidant prime; however, these results were qualified by trait attachment.  The research 
provides evidence that women’s individual differences relate to less-than-ideal mate 
choice and that alterations in their state of mind can influence their choices as well.  
viii 
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CHAPTER 1 
GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
I think every girl’s dream is to find a bad boy at the right time, when he 
wants to not be bad anymore. 
—Taylor Swift (quoted in Malcom, 2012) 
 
The notion that heterosexual women are romantically attracted to “bad boys” is a 
pervasive lay theory of close relationships in U.S. culture, if not Western culture more 
broadly.  It is a theory that is perpetuated by pop culture icons, television shows, self-help 
books, cartoons, and pop psychology magazines, among others.  Supporting this notion 
that being a bad boy is attractive to women, actor Annette Bening’s marriage to Warren 
Beatty proved “…that a woman can snare a recalcitrant bad boy and get him to change 
his naughty ways” (Goodwin, 2002).  Meanwhile, men who are not naturals at playing 
the bad boy can look to websites or self-help books like How to be the Bad Boy Women 
Love to find advice about how to transform themselves from “boring nervous boneheads” 
or “sniveling snotbags” into “hard to get men” in order to attract women (Louis & 
Copeland, 2007).   
Below, I describe three studies I conducted to investigate the veracity of this lay 
theory of heterosexual romantic attraction; however, it might be prudent to first answer 
the question: Why should it matter whether we discover that the lay theory holds true for 
all heterosexual women, a few, or none, or whether it only holds true under a specific set 
of circumstances?  For one, perhaps we don’t want more heterosexual men gallivanting 
as authority-bucking, responsibility-shirking, norm-deviating rebels to impress women 
than we have already, especially if such behavior is only impressive to a vast minority of 
women (or to none).  Second, “nice guys” who curse bad boys as the culpable interlopers 
2 
in their tales of unrequited love might feel some relief in a discovery that bad behavior is 
not really the key to relationship success.  Third, perhaps women deserve to know 
whether (or when) they are at risk of being manipulated into forming relationships with 
men, or of forming relationships under false pretenses.  Fourth, perhaps women deserve 
to know whether they have a propensity for forming relationships with truly authority-
bucking, responsibility-shirking, norm-deviating men outside their conscious awareness 
or against their better judgment.  These are only a few examples of the importance of this 
line of research.  The current research attempted to advance our understanding of the 
extent to which this lay theory of heterosexual women’s attraction to bad boys is true, to 
discover for whom it is true, and to explore some potential mechanisms behind the 
attraction, if it exists.  First, I discuss the scientific literature that is relevant to the lay 
theory and the current research. 
Poor Mate Choice 
 A dearth of research exists that specifically examines the lay theory that 
heterosexual women are attracted to bad boys; however, some support for the lay theory 
may be found in the literature.  One study of mate preferences found that 56% of women 
reported having known other women who had chosen to date a not-so-nice man over a 
nice one (Herold & Milhausen, 1999).  This study also found that the less importance 
participants placed on sex, the more likely they were to select a hypothetical nice guy as a 
dating partner over an attractive, sexually experienced guy.  Unfortunately, this study did 
not describe the attractive, sexually experienced alternative as not being nice, so it is 
impossible to tell whether participants perceived him as such or not, and what effect that 
might have had on their choice.  Relatedly, people who reported less inhibited attitudes 
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regarding their sexuality in another study also reported a greater attraction to hypothetical 
individuals who were highly attractive, more socially visible, irresponsible, and 
dubiously faithful, whereas inhibited people were more attracted to those who were more 
faithful, responsible, and caring (Simpson & Gangestad, 1992).   
The relative importance of men’s personality traits and women’s dating goals 
(e.g., for forming an exclusive relationship or for physical contact) were compared in a 
study pitting a prototypical nice guy against a fun/sexy one (McDaniel, 2005).  Women’s 
dating goals were less predictive than their perceptions of men’s personality traits in 
determining whether they would be interested in a second date with a hypothetical nice 
guy or a fun/sexy guy.  More interestingly, the study found that the personality trait 
sweet/nice was ambivalently attractive (i.e., both attractive and unattractive) to women 
when perceived in a nice guy, but simply attractive in a fun/sexy guy.  The author 
concluded that this occurred because being sweet/nice may be an attractive quality in a 
nice guy initially, but that there is also the potential for a woman to feel less attracted in 
time (see Felmlee, 2001).  If being sweet/nice is not paired with other attractive qualities 
(e.g., physical attractiveness), she may begin to view the quality of being sweet/nice in a 
less desirable light (e.g., as passivism).  Similarly, when forming new acquaintances in an 
interaction study, women experienced decreased sexual desire for male confederate 
interaction partners who displayed more responsive (i.e., empathetic) replies to their 
disclosure of a current problem in their lives (Birnbaum & Reis, 2012).  The authors 
speculated that women might perceive this niceness at such an early phase of relationship 
initiation as an attempt to manipulate them, or perhaps as a revelation of the 
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acquaintance’s romantic interest at a point when uncertainty about his interest might be 
more attractive (see Whitchurch, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2011).   
One psychological contributor to women’s attraction to “sexy cads” may be a 
non-conscious tendency, under specific circumstances, to perceive them as more 
supportive prospective parents—specifically, ovulation may make women believe that 
sexy cads will make better dads than they tend to believe when they are less fertile 
(Durante, Griskevicius, Simpson, Cantú, & Li, 2012).  Going beyond the level of sexy 
cad or even bad boy, one study found that women who reported experiencing a greater 
incidence of psychological abuse in past relationships were more likely to show an 
interest in the online dating profiles of real men who were rated by independent coders as 
having a greater potential for inflicting psychological abuse (Zayas & Shoda, 2007). 
Current Research 
 The studies described above represent some evidence that women do, at times, 
choose men who may be less than ideal relationship partners; however, they still leave 
many questions unanswered with regard to the veracity of the lay theory that heterosexual 
women are attracted to bad boys.  First, one still lacks a sense of what traits women 
associate with the bad boy prototype.  For instance, one of the studies mentioned 
previously (McDaniel, 2005) asked women to rate the likelihood that they would go on a 
second date with the men featured in each of these first date scenarios—one with a 
fun/sexy guy (p. 352): 
Thursday evening you meet a very attractive man…  You agree to go out with 
him the following evening…  He greets you at your door looking better than he 
did when you met him and presents you with a single red rose.  He takes you to a 
popular movie and, on the drive home, you enjoy more entertaining conversation. 
At the end of the evening, he walks you to your door and kisses you passionately.  
5 
Afterward, he looks deeply into your eyes and says, “I had a great time tonight.  
I’ll call you tomorrow.”  He waits for you to say, “okay,” then he leaves. 
and one with an a-little-too-nice/good guy (p. 352): 
Thursday evening you meet a man…  You agree to go out with him the following 
evening…  He greets you at your door appropriately dressed and compliments 
you on your attire.  He takes you to a very nice restaurant where you enjoy good 
food and lots of humorous conversation.  At the end of the evening, he walks you 
to your door and says, “I had a really good time tonight.  Can I call you again 
tomorrow?” You say, “yes” and, happily, he leaves. 
Another study (Simpson & Gangestad, 1992) asked women to indicate whether they were 
more attracted to this hypothetical man (p. 39): 
Person A is considered physically attractive and “sexy.”  He has a sort of 
charisma that attracts the attention of those around him/her.  Although some 
might consider him/her arrogant, A possesses a kind of self-confidence that others 
admire.  A is not known, however, for living a responsible life-style.  In the past, 
he has had a series of relatively short-term relationships.  Some have ended 
because of questionable faithfulness on the part of A. 
or this one (p. 40): 
Person B is an average-looking person, someone most people wouldn't consider 
“sexy.”  He is sufficiently socially skilled but does not possess the kind of 
magnetic personality that draws the attention of others.  Rather, B has a stable and 
responsible personality.  In a relationship, B is caring, dependable, and faithful. 
He would like very much to have a family, likes children, and would probably be 
good with them. 
These studies asked women to contrast between men who were sexy and fun versus sweet 
and nice, or attractive and socially visible versus faithful and responsible, but it is unclear 
whether women perceive prototypical mate choices in such a dichotomous way.  For 
example, when a woman says, “I am attracted to bad boys,” it is unclear whether she 
imagines that prototype as including attractive and socially visible traits and excluding 
faithful and responsible traits.  She might also imagine other prototypical mates who 
embody all of those characteristics, or none of them.  Furthermore, in their dichotomous 
profiles, these studies seem to conflate boring with nice and interesting with not-so-nice.  
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Second, while it is apparent that women’s attraction to bad boys is conditional, it is 
unclear what the correlates of that attraction may be, as well as what the relative strengths 
of their correlations may be.  For example, what are the relative strengths of the 
associations of women’s uninhibited sexual attitudes and self-esteem with their attraction 
to bad boys?  Also, do those factors relate more to when women are considering their 
attraction to a bad boy as a partner for a long-term relationship, where escalating 
commitment and maintaining the relationship might hinge upon having a partner who is 
dependable and reliable, or for a one-night stand, where these qualities might not be 
requisite?  Third, even if we identify some correlates of attraction to bad boys and 
determine their relative strengths, we will not have established that any of the factors 
have the potential to cause attraction.   
The current line of research, described in the sections to follow, attempted to 
address aspects of these three broad domains of unanswered questions.  Study 1 
attempted to answer the questions: (1) What traits do women associate with the bad boy 
prototype?, (2) Can women also imagine other hypothetical, prototypical mates and their 
associated traits?, and (3) What traits differentiate among the prototypes?  Study 2 
attempted to answer the questions: (1) What individual difference characteristics might 
women possess that predict their attraction to bad boys?, and (2) What are the relative 
strengths of their associations (i.e., do they predict when controlling for the others)?  
Finally, Study 3 attempted to answer the question: Are there factors that can cause 
differences in the observed levels of women’s attraction to bad boys? 
  
7 
CHAPTER 2 
STUDY 1 
Introduction 
 The goal of Study 1 was to gain an understanding of what traits women associate 
with the bad boy prototype. Study 1 focused on traits, specifically, because women might 
ascribe a wide variety of behaviors to their own versions of the prototype.  For example, 
one woman might ascribe riding motorcycles to her conceptualization of the bad boy 
prototype, while another might ascribe skydiving to her conceptualization; however, the 
personality trait, thrill-seeking, might underlie both behaviors, allowing for an agreement 
between these women about a trait of the bad boy prototype, where there would be none 
regarding the aforementioned behaviors they ascribe to the prototype.  In identifying 
traits that women might ascribe to the bad boy prototype, I also hoped that the traits 
would apply to other prototypes, such as the nice guy, in such a way that they might 
discriminate the bad boy from these other prototypes. Information from Study 1 was also 
used in constructing stimuli for participants to respond to in Studies 2 and 3.  First, I 
discuss the traits of interest for Study 1, then other possible prototypes. 
Traits 
 Dominance.  One of the primary personality traits women are likely to 
ascribe to the bad boy prototype is dominance.  Some studies have shown links between 
men’s dominance behaviors and heterosexual women’s attraction to them (Sadalla, 
Kenrick, & Vershure, 1987), although others indicate that the effect of dominance on 
women’s attraction may depend on other factors, such as their mating goals or fertility 
(Gangestad, Simpson, Cousins, Garver-Apgar, & Christensen 2004), or men’s prosocial 
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behavior (Jensen-Campell, Graziano, & West, 1995).  Also, Bryan, Webster, and 
Mahaffey (2011) have pointed out that many definitions and operationalizations of 
dominance exist, which can be grouped into three broad categories: physical dominance, 
financial dominance, and social dominance.  Physical dominance refers to physical size, 
stature, and strength; financial dominance refers to wealth and ambition; and social 
dominance refers to leadership, social presence, and assertiveness.  Social dominance is 
most relevant to the purposes of the current line of research for three reasons: (1) one 
goal of the current line of research is to disentangle behaviors from physical 
characteristics, overt or implied, that have been confounded in past research (e.g., the 
fun/sexy guy; McDaniel, 2005), (2) the lay theory of women’s attraction to bad boys does 
not seem to have any associations with financial dominance, and (3) social dominance is 
likely to be perceived earlier than financial dominance when first meeting someone 
(although an argument could be made that cues to the latter type of dominance may be 
provided by one’s personal adornment, etc.). 
 Supportiveness.  Another personality trait that is likely to be important in 
defining the bad boy prototype is supportiveness, or more specifically, the lack of 
supportiveness.  As mentioned previously, some studies have shown prosocial orientation 
to be a key ingredient in attraction and mate choice (e.g., Bryan et al., 2011; Jensen-
Campell et al., 1995); however, the evidence is mixed.  Recall the findings discussed 
previously that women were less sexually attracted to men who displayed more empathy 
toward them (Birnbaum & Reis, 2012), or that less sexually inhibited people were more 
attracted to individuals described as irresponsible and potentially unfaithful (Simpson & 
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Gangestad, 1992).  Because of these divergent findings, it stands to reason that 
supportiveness might be useful in discriminating bad boys from other prototypes as well. 
 Other traits.  Given that there are many traits that could potentially be 
ascribed to the bad boy prototype, I thought it worthwhile to explore participants’ 
associations with some other common traits that were not mentioned above.  For 
example, thrill-seeking, independence, charm, and rebelliousness may also be traits that 
bad boys are perceived to possess.  Lending credibility to the idea that thrill-seeking 
might be entangled in the lay theory that women like bad boys, one study found that for 
men, greater sensation-seeking was related to both a higher lifetime number of sexual 
partners as well as a greater maximum number of sexual partners in any one-month 
period (Bogaert & Fisher, 1995).  While I am aware of no evidence that speaks to the 
other traits, they still may be relevant and worth exploration given that they seem 
conceptually related to dominance and supportiveness, though not entirely encompassed 
by them.  For example, while rebelliousness may theoretically have a negative 
relationship to supportiveness (being uncaring or unhelpful), it also implies disobedience 
or rule breaking.  Therefore, these additional traits were included in Study 1 as well. 
Prototypes 
 With the variety of traits described above, there are certainly many different 
combinations that one might explore, and with those combinations, many prototypes that 
one might envision.  While bad boy and nice guy are prototypes that seem to be well 
known by heterosexual women and most often considered in the scientific literature, it is 
worth asking whether there might be others that women also consider.  Other prototypes 
might be of interest for at least three reasons: (1) the bad boy versus nice guy dichotomy 
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might not be an accurate depiction of the way that women think about their relational 
options, (2) it might be all the more interesting if a woman were to choose a partner who 
conformed to one of these prototypes, even when presented with the additional option of 
choosing one who lacked his flaws, and (3) including a baseline option of a prototype 
who is more flawed than either the nice guy or bad boy could be useful in determining 
the absolute desirability of the other options. 
 Hero.  One potential alternate prototype is that of the “hero.”  In a study 
that investigated women’s preferences for short-term relationships, long-term 
relationships, and brief sexual encounters with “proper heroes” or “dark heroes” in 
British Romantic literature, women were more likely to favor proper heroes for long-term 
relationships but the results were mixed when it came to short-term relationships and 
brief sexual encounters (Kruger, Fisher, & Jobling, 2003).  Proper heroes were favored or 
tied with dark heroes for short-term relationships, and dark heroes were favored or tied 
for brief sexual encounters.  The study’s dark heroes were described as “daring, arrogant, 
unconstrained, moody, passionate, rebellious, strong, defiant, humorous, confident, 
shrewd, vulgar, and slanderous, but also successful with attractive women” (p. 311), 
which is more reminiscent of lay theories of the bad boy.  I tend to think of that prototype 
as rebellious, defiant, vulgar, or slanderous, and perhaps they can prove to be heroic, but 
not necessarily.  The study’s proper heroes were described as “domestic, happy, 
peaceable, bookish, moral, gentle, compassionate, frank, and shy” (p. 311), which is more 
reminiscent of lay theories of the nice guy, who has difficulty working up the courage to 
ask women out on dates, gets nervous about how things will go, wants to make the best 
impression possible, and so on.  Moreover, what are the heroes that women commonly 
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think of today—the police officer, the fire fighter, or the military soldier?  I do not 
generally think of these prototypical heroes as domestic, bookish, or shy; I think of them 
as brave, outgoing, strong, confident, etc.  Thus, it seems reasonable to expect that 
women might give a different account of a hero prototype, if allowed to assess his traits 
independently. 
 Loser.  Another alternate prototype to consider is the “loser.”  In an open 
ended response, one of the studies discussed previously asked women to explain why 
they thought “women are less likely to have sex with men who are ‘nice’ than men who 
are ‘not nice’” (Herold & Milhausen, 1999, p. 337).  In their responses, women revealed 
a dichotomy in their thinking about nice guys.  They distinguished between what the 
authors ultimately dubbed losers and good guys.  Losers were those described as “needy, 
weak, predictable, boring, inexperienced, and unattractive,” while “good guys…were 
seen as having such positive traits as good personality, high standards and morals, and 
politeness” (p. 339).  Thus, one might expect that women in the current study would 
make this distinction and be able to characterize the loser prototype as well. 
Hypotheses 
 Given the evidence presented above, I formulated several hypotheses regarding 
the ways in which women would ascribe the traits of interest to the four prototypical men.  
The first predictions regarded ascriptions of the dominance and supportiveness traits.  
Specifically, I hypothesized that women would rate the four prototypical men in the 
following ways: (1) losers would be rated low in both dominance and in supportiveness, 
(2) nice guys would be rated low in dominance and high in supportiveness, (3) bad boys 
would be rated high in dominance and low in supportiveness, and (4) heroes would be 
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rated high in both dominance and supportiveness.  My secondary predictions regarded the 
other traits mentioned above.  I hypothesized that both heroes and bad boys would be 
rated higher, relative to nice guys and losers, in sensation-seeking, independence, and 
charm; however, bad boys would be higher in rebelliousness than the other prototypes. 
Method 
Participants 
I recruited 129 participants through the Amazon Mechanical Turk website 
(www.mturk.com).  Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) is a website that utilizes human 
intelligence to perform tasks that computers are still inept at or incapable of, such as 
writing descriptive tags for photographs.  It was originally intended as a site where 
companies or individuals could find and pay many workers a minimal amount of money 
to quickly complete batches of these minute human intelligence tasks (HITs), but has 
more recently been used by social scientists to recruit and pay research participants.  The 
main benefits of using MTurk are that one can recruit participants relatively quickly and 
inexpensively, the data are of good quality, and samples drawn from MTurk also tend to 
be more diverse in terms of age, race, and nationality and more similar to the U.S. 
population as a whole than typical American college samples (Buhrmester, Kwang, & 
Gosling, 2011; Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010).   
Participants of Study 1 were required to be between the ages of 18 and 50 years 
old, residing in the U.S., able to understand the English language, female, and completely 
or mostly heterosexual (i.e., “attracted more to the opposite of your gender than the same 
gender”).  Participants were paid 50¢.  Embedded in the questionnaires were several 
questions designed to detect participants’ random or careless responding (e.g., “Were you 
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born before 1920?”; see Beach, 1989; Meade & Craig, 2012).  Seven participants were 
excluded because they answered one or more of these questions in a way that indicated 
random or careless responding and one participant was excluded because she neglected to 
indicate her age.  The 121 remaining participants ranged in age from 19 to 49 years old 
(M = 28.2, SD = 7.1).  Eighty five of the participants identified as completely 
heterosexual (70%) and 36 identified as mostly heterosexual (30%).  Most of the 
participants were involved in an exclusive romantic relationship (n = 82; 68%), but many 
were single (n = 33; 27%) and a handful were involved in non-exclusive romantic 
relationships (n = 6; 5%).  Those in romantic relationships had a mean relationship length 
of 5.86 years (SD = 5.97), while those who were single had been single for an average of 
3.96 years (SD = 6.56). 
Procedure 
 Users on MTurk saw a link to the study with the title, “Research study: 
Investigation of dating stereotypes.”  When they clicked on the link, they saw the consent 
form for the study.  Instead of signing, individuals clicked a check box to give their 
consent.  After reading the consent form and checking the box, a link to a survey 
designed on Qualtrics.com appeared.  Once they clicked the link, users were directed to 
the survey online.  The first part of the questionnaire was a screening questionnaire that 
determined their eligibility to participate based on the criteria described in the 
Participants section, above. 
Those who completed the screening and qualified proceeded to the study 
questionnaire (those who did not qualify were thanked for their time and paid 10¢).  They 
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read the following paragraph and were then asked to respond to rating scale questions 
about the personality traits associated with a stereotypical dating partner: 
In this study, we are interested in the personality traits that are believed to be 
possessed by different kinds of people.  For example, when you think about 
different occupations, you might think that doctors, lawyers, firefighters, and 
librarians might each tend to have different personality traits.  These occupational 
stereotypes are not always 100% accurate but are sometimes useful when we are 
trying to understand other people. 
In today’s study, we are interested in the stereotypes that go along with 
different “types” of dating and relationship partners.  We’ll ask you to think about 
a particular label that women might apply to men they might be sexually or 
romantically interested (or disinterested) in.  The four “labels” or “types” that we 
are interested in are “nice guy,” “bad boy,” “hero,” and “loser.”  You will be 
asked to rate ONE of these four types.  There are no right or wrong answers in the 
rating task.  We are interested in your opinion about what you think when you 
hear this label being applied to a prospective dating or relationship partner. 
There were four versions of the questionnaire (one for each prototype); each participant 
was randomly assigned to only one of the four versions (the composition of participants 
in each condition was well matched in terms of age, sexual orientation, and relationship 
status).  I structured the questionnaire this way because I did not want participants to be 
actively engaged in differentiating the four prototypes from one another, but rather to be 
reminded of the lay theories before they focused on rating the traits of one prototype.  
These rating questions were followed by a short demographic section.  The demographic 
section also contained the aforementioned items designed to detect careless responding. 
Once a participant completed a questionnaire (or skipped to the end, if she 
decided to discontinue participation), she saw a debriefing form on the next page. 
Participants were asked to read the form, and were then presented with a few questions 
designed to make sure they understood the information contained in the debriefing form. 
They were provided a place to give additional comments if they desired, then they were 
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thanked for their participation.  All participants received payment for their participation 
within one day of completing the questionnaire. 
Measures 
 Participants were instructed to “Please think about the ‘[prototype]’ type. Try to 
keep this stereotype in mind as you answer the following questions.  To what extent 
would you consider this type of person to be [adjective]:” for one of the four prototypes 
with regard to each of the 30 adjectives listed in Table 1.  They were asked to respond on 
a seven-point scale ranging from “Not at all” to “Extremely.”  Six of the adjectives were 
intended to measure dominance, eight were intended to measure supportiveness, three 
represented rebelliousness, four represented sensation-seeking, two represented charm, 
and three represented independence.  I also chose to include four items assessing 
women’s associations between each prototype and physical attractiveness. 
Results 
 The means and standard deviations for participants’ ratings of the 30 trait 
adjectives for the four prototypes are shown in Table 1.  Before continuing with the 
inferential analyses of interest, I conducted Levene’s tests comparing the variance in 
scores across the four prototypes for each adjective.  I determined that the variances were 
not homogeneous across the four prototypes for the majority of the adjective ratings.  
Therefore, for the following analyses, I utilized tests that do not assume homogeneity of 
variance.  First, I ran Brown-Forsythe omnibus tests (similar to one-way ANOVA) 
predicting each adjective’s rating from the prototypes.  In order to control the familywise 
Type-I error rate for these 30 tests, I performed a Bonferroni correction on the resulting 
p-values (p-value x 30).  After correction, there were significant differences among the 
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prototype groups in all 30 adjective ratings (all p < .001).  Next, I used Tamhane’s T2 test 
(1977) to perform paired comparisons of the means.  I performed a Bonferroni correction 
on the p-values for these comparisons as well (p-value x 30).  The results for these 
comparisons are denoted by the subscripts in Table 1—means with different subscripts 
differ at the p < .05 significance level.  Three comparisons between bad boys and heroes 
were marginally significant and are not reported as such in the table: bad boys were 
deemed marginally less powerful, less take-charge, and more spontaneous than heroes. 
 Overall, my hypotheses regarding dominance and supportiveness were supported 
by the data.  Bad boys and heroes were rated higher than nice guys and losers on the 
majority of the dominance traits; however, heroes and nice guys were rated higher than 
bad boys and losers on the supportiveness traits.  Generally, bad boys and heroes were 
rated higher in sensation-seeking, charm, and independence than losers, with nice guys 
falling somewhere in between.  An exception to the pattern in the latter trait, 
independence, was the adjective, “aloof,” for which bad boys scored highest.  Bad boys 
and losers were viewed as most rebellious, with the exception of the “rule-breaking” 
adjective, for which losers and heroes did not differ.  Bad boys and heroes were rated as 
more physically attractive than losers, with nice guys again falling somewhere in 
between. 
Discussion 
The results of Study 1 demonstrated that heterosexual women associate different 
personality traits with different male prototypes and, conversely, suggest that they may be 
able to differentiate male prototypes by their personality traits as well.  Furthermore, the 
findings clearly indicated which personality traits delineate the prototype boundaries—
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particularly differences in dominance and supportiveness—whereas the specific 
behaviors that one woman ascribes to a prototypical man (e.g., a bad boy smokes 
cigarettes) may not be canonical to another.  This study was a necessary antecedent to 
designing and constructing the materials for Study 2 and Study 3 because, while different 
women may certainly perceive the same behavior as indicative of different personality 
traits, they should not misconstrue the personality traits of a target person when those 
traits are described to them directly. 
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CHAPTER 3 
STUDY 2 
Introduction 
 The goals of Study 2 were to explore the individual difference characteristics 
heterosexual women might possess that predict their attraction to bad boys and other 
prototypes, and to try to reveal the relative strengths of their associations by observing 
which ones predicted attraction in analyses when statistically controlling for the others.  
Some potential characteristics have already been explored in similar research—most 
pertinently, in the studies described in the Poor Mate Choice section in the general 
introduction above.  Specifically, the characteristics of interest for the current study are 
adult romantic attachment, self-esteem, menstrual cycle phase, pubertal timing, and 
sociosexual orientation.  While the characteristics explored in this study have been 
investigated elsewhere, this is the first study that I am aware of that proceeded with a 
clear understanding and presentation of traits that women associate with the bad boy and 
other prototypes.  Discussions of the relevance of each of these characteristics are below, 
and a description of their measurement follows in the Methods section. 
Adult Attachment 
 Attachment was originally conceptualized by Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1980).  As an 
adaptive system in infants and children, attachment causes them to seek proximity to their 
primary caregiver when they perceive a threat in their environment.  However, Bowlby 
also proposed that through the attachment system, children develop internal working 
models or representations of the type and consistency of the care provided by their 
primary caregiver, and that these working models or “attachment styles” guide their 
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behavior when faced with an environmental threat.  Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall 
(1978) later observed individual differences in infants’ behaviors after being left alone 
with a stranger, then reunited with their mothers and classified them based on their 
behaviors into three attachment styles: “Secure,” “Anxious-Ambivalent,” and 
“Avoidant.”  Secure infants reconciled easily with their mothers when they returned, 
while anxious-ambivalent infants both sought proximity and protested, and avoidant 
infants practically ignored their mothers’ return.  These behaviors are thought to reflect 
the infants’ working models of the care received from their mothers—consistent, 
inconsistent, and unreliable, respectively. 
 In pioneering work, Hazan and Shaver (1987) found evidence to support 
Bowlby’s belief that attachment influenced individuals’ behaviors throughout their lives, 
and extended his theory to adult romantic relationships.  Translating infant attachment 
behaviors into beliefs and expectations that individuals might have regarding a romantic 
partner, they found that roughly the same proportions of their sample could be classified 
as secure, anxious-ambivalent, and avoidant as had been found in infant samples.  The 
current view of adult attachment is that it is best captured in two dimensions—attachment 
anxiety and attachment avoidance (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Fraley, Waller, & 
Brennan, 2000).  Individuals who are low in attachment anxiety and avoidance are 
thought to be secure; they are comfortable relying on and being close to romantic partners 
without being overly concerned about being abandoned by them.  Individuals who are 
high only in anxiety are preoccupied; they desire extreme closeness to their partners and 
worry about being abandoned by them.  Those high only in avoidance are dismissing; 
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they are uncomfortable being close to or relying on partners.  Finally, those high in both 
anxiety and avoidance are fearful; they both desire and fear closeness to their partners. 
 These last points are the most relevant for the purposes of Study 2.  If attachment 
has some bearing on the closeness that one seeks in a relationship, or if individuals have a 
tendency to select relationship partners whose behaviors are consistent with their beliefs 
and expectations about romantic relationships, then attachment may be related to whether 
a woman chooses a bad boy as a romantic partner or someone who fits one of the other 
prototypes.  Some work has illustrated that attachment may affect relationship formation 
in this way—finding that avoidantly attached individuals were less likely to enter into 
committed relationships (Schindler, Fagundes, & Murdock, 2010).  Study 1 of the current 
research demonstrated that bad boys are perceived as being less reliable, supportive, 
caring, and dependable than other prototypes; therefore, a woman who is higher in 
attachment avoidance may choose a bad boy precisely because she is uncomfortable 
relying on and being close to romantic partners. 
While I am not aware of any research that has specifically examined relationships 
between women’s attachment and their attraction to bad boys, Zayas and Shoda (2007) 
tested the hypothesis that adult attachment was related to women’s propensity for 
choosing potentially psychologically abusive partners.  They did not find any relationship 
between women’s attachment and their inclination to choose men who might be 
psychologically abusive; they found only a marginal relationship wherein women high in 
attachment avoidance were more likely to choose men who were rated lower in 
independent coders’ ratings of their desirability.  However, the proposed research is 
different from their study in some important ways.  First, their operationalization of men 
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with a potential to be psychologically abusive differs from the operationalizations of the 
bad boy and loser in the current research—their operationalization of psychologically 
abusive men included such characteristics as jealousy, possessiveness, clinginess, 
hostility, anger, and violence, which are not the focal qualities of the prototypes in the 
current research.  Second, none of the men in their study were judged by independent 
raters to be both desirable and to have a higher potential for psychological abuse.  
Participants in the current research had the opportunity to indicate their own ratings of the 
extent of their attraction, and while the bad boy prototype may possess negative traits, it 
was unlikely that the prototype would be judged uniformly undesirable by women, given 
that participants in Study 1 associated the prototype with the descriptors “hot” and 
“sexy.”  These distinctions indicate a gap in the literature that the current research aimed 
to fill in. 
Self-Esteem 
Previous work has shown links between women’s low self-esteem and 
experiences of psychological abuse in their relationships (Aguilar & Nightingale, 1994; 
Katz, Arias, & Beach, 2000); therefore, Zayas and Shoda (2007) also investigated global 
self-esteem as a predictor of women’s attraction to potentially psychologically abusive 
men.  However, they found that women’s lower self-esteem only predicted their choosing 
men who were rated as less desirable by independent coders, not those rated higher in 
potential for psychological abuse.  Again, because the focal point of the current research 
is attraction to prototypes with different traits than those examined by Zayas and Shoda 
(2007), I believed that self-esteem could still be a predictor of interest for the current 
study.  Moreover, some work has observed links between self-esteem and attachment 
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security (e.g., Roberts, Gotlib, & Kassel, 1996), so it may also serve as an important 
control variable in the current study. 
Menstrual Cycle, Pubertal Timing, and Sociosexual Orientation 
 As mentioned previously, Durante et al. (2012) found that women thought about 
men differently when they were in the ovulatory phase of their menstrual cycle, 
compared to the rest of their cycle—they had a greater tendency to think that sexy cads 
would make “good dads” when they were fertile.  Women’s feelings about their current 
romantic partner have also been shown to change across their menstrual cycle.  A recent 
study (Larson, Haselton, Gildersleeve, & Pillsworth, 2013) found that women’s ratings of 
their relationship satisfaction were higher on high fertility days compared to low fertility 
days if they believed that their partner was a highly desirable mate (e.g., “Members of the 
opposite sex are attracted to him,” p. 130).  However, if they believed that their partner 
was not so desirable, ratings of their partners’ faults were higher on high fertility days 
compared to low fertility days.  Given these effects of fertility and others (see Gangestad 
& Thornhill, 2008, for a review), menstrual cycle phase may be an important factor in the 
current research. 
 Interestingly, in their third study, Durante et al. (2012) also found that menstrual 
cycle phase and pubertal timing interacted to predict women’s estimates of the parental 
investment of sexy cads.  In that study, only women who had matured earlier exhibited 
the perceptual bias described previously—an increase in their predictions of the cad’s 
parental care when the probability of conception was high compared to when it was low.  
The authors explained this finding in terms of the evolutionary hypothesis that early 
maturation is related to an accelerated, short-term mating strategy that prevailed in 
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environments where delayed procreation would be selected against (e.g, Belsky, 
Steinberg, & Draper, 1991).  Short- and long-term mating strategies are also thought to 
be reflected in individuals’ sociosexual orientations, or “differences in individuals’ 
implicit prerequisites to entering a sexual relationship” (Gangestad & Simpson, 1990, p. 
70), and a measure of sociosexual orientation predicted mate choice in research by 
Simpson and Gangestad (1992), described previously in the section on Poor Mate Choice.  
Moreover, short-term mating interests and an unrestricted sociosexual orientation have 
been found to be related to insecure attachment in several world regions, including North 
America and Western Europe (Schmitt, 2005).  Thus, the relationships of menstrual cycle 
phase, pubertal timing, and sociosexual orientation to mate choice were examined in 
Study 2. 
Hypotheses 
 Although I expected that, on average, the hero would garner the most interest 
because he had the most positive personality traits, followed by the nice guy, the bad boy 
and the loser (in order from most relationally ideal to least), I nevertheless expected that 
women’s individual difference characteristics would reveal deviations from this pattern 
of attraction.  Given the theoretical and empirical information presented above, my first 
prediction was that insecurely attached women would be more attracted to the bad boy 
prototype than securely attached women, and that they would be more attracted to the bad 
boy relative to more relationally ideal prototypes (i.e., approaching or exceeding interest 
in the more supportive nice guy or hero), particularly for short-term encounters (e.g., 
brief sexual encounters).  My predictions were the same for avoidantly and anxiously 
attached women because, although they are distinct factors, the motivations associated 
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with each may lead to the same attitudes or behaviors.  For example, an avoidant woman 
may be attracted to a bad boy because she is uncomfortable relying on and being close to 
romantic partners, while an anxious woman may choose him because his unreliability and 
unsupportiveness confirm her internal working model of close relationships.  Second, I 
predicted that women with lower global self-esteem would show patterns of attraction 
similar to insecurely attached women.  Again, although these constructs and motivations 
are distinct, women with low self-esteem may also choose a bad boy because his lack of 
care and compassion confirm her negative self-view.  Third, I predicted that women who 
are more sociosexually uninhibited would be more attracted to the bad boy than women 
who are more sociosexually inhibited, and that they would also be more attracted to the 
bad boy relative to other prototypes, particularly those lower in dominance (i.e., the loser 
and the nice guy).  Fourth, I predicted that like Durante and colleagues’ (2012) third 
study, those who matured earlier and were in the phase of their menstrual cycle with a 
higher probability of fertility would be more attracted to the bad boy than women who 
were in the phase with a lower probability of fertility or who matured later, and that they 
would also be more attracted to the bad boy relative to other prototypes, particularly 
those lower in dominance (i.e., the loser and the nice guy).  I also predicted that I would 
conceptually replicate their finding regarding sexy cads’ estimated parental investment, 
such that women who matured earlier and were in the phase of their menstrual cycle with 
a higher probability of fertility would estimate that the bad boy would contribute more to 
childcare than would women who were in the phase with a lower probability of fertility.  
I chose not to advance other specific hypotheses regarding women’s estimates of the 
prototypes’ parental investment (see the Measures section below) nor about the relative 
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strengths among all the predictors in Study 2, since I intended for those aspects of the 
analyses to be mostly exploratory. 
Method 
Participants 
 As in Study 1, participants for Study 2 were recruited through MTurk.  In order to 
try to conceptually replicate their effect, I based the target sample size on Durante and 
colleagues’ (2012) third study, wherein they recruited 318 normally cycling women 
through MTurk; however, for other analyses, I wanted to include a similar number of 
women who were not normally cycling (e.g., using hormonal birth control), because this 
is likely a common occurrence among women in the target age group.  Individuals who 
had participated in Study 1 were prevented from participating in Study 2 and those who 
attempted to participate in Study 2 multiple times were also excluded.  The initial sample 
consisted of 730 (85 were excluded from analyses due to careless responding) women.  In 
order to participate, respondents had to pass a screening similar to that in Study 1, 
requiring that they be female U.S. residents between the ages of 18 to 35 years old (M = 
26.1, SD = 4.6), fluent in English, and completely (63.3%) or mostly (36.7%) 
heterosexual.  They were also asked whether they were currently taking any form of 
hormonal birth control (240 women reported being on birth control) and what their 
current relationship status was.  Of the 645 participants, 36.3% were in an exclusive 
relationship or cohabitating with a partner, 27.9% were married, 27.3% were single, 
dating casually, or divorced, 5.3% were engaged, and 2.6% were in relationships that 
were not exclusive (four participants did not report their relationship status).  While only 
some of the questions in the screening were actually used for screening, they were 
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included in this section in an attempt to confuse and prevent unqualified individuals from 
gaining entry to the study through trial and error.  Unlike the screening in Study 1, 
participants were not asked questions designed to detect careless responding during the 
initial screening; instead, these were presented in a later demographic section.  In that 
section, participants also reported their racial background, income, and education level.  
The women in the sample were mostly White or Caucasian (73.8%); however, 6.2% were 
Black or African, 4.5% were East Asian, 3.3% were Latino or Hispanic, 3.3% were South 
Asian or Indian, 0.3% were Middle Eastern or Arab, 0.3% were Native Hawaiian or 
Pacific Islander, and 7.6% reported belonging to more than one category (five 
participants did not report their race).  Their median personal income bracket was 
$20,000 to $29,999 and 68.2% reported that they had achieved some form of post-
secondary education (vocational degree, associate’s degree, bachelor’s degree, or higher).  
Participants were paid 60¢ for their participation in the study. 
Procedure 
 Participants accessed the study questionnaire the same way as in Study 1.  After 
completing the screening and qualifying (for those who did not qualify, the questionnaire 
terminated, and they were thanked and paid 10¢), participants proceeded to a page where 
they were asked to view four photos of men and their accompanying “personality 
profiles” one at a time, rating each on several measures of attraction and estimated 
parental investment.  They were instructed as follows: 
 You are about to view the personality profiles of some men who provided 
answers to a personality questionnaire. Their responses were assessed and 
summaries of some aspects of their personalities were generated.  We would like 
you to read these men’s summaries, view their accompanying profile photos, and 
then provide your feedback regarding how attractive you find them to be and what 
you think they would be like as future relationship partners. 
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The personality profiles were descriptions of the personalities of the four prototypes 
constructed using the adjectives that were rated in Study 1 (except for the physical 
attractiveness set), and one of four photos (all matched on observer rated physical 
attractiveness and other characteristics) was randomly paired with each personality 
profile for each participant.  Only adjectives that clearly delineated among the prototypes 
were used to create the profiles; that is, adjectives were used in the profiles if their means 
had only one subscript per prototype in Table 1.  A principle components analysis was 
also conducted on the items in Study 1, revealing two orthogonal factors based on 
inspection of a scree plot.  In constructing the personality profiles, items that had factor 
loadings less than .80 (after Varimax rotation) were also excluded.  Additionally, the 
adjective “smooth-talking” was excluded because of its ambivalence (i.e., both charming 
and manipulative), and “moralistic” was replaced with “morals” for the same reason.  
The remaining items could be primarily described as pertaining to either dominance or 
supportiveness and, given the evidence from Study 1, when these factors are crossed, 
different combinations of low and high values of each discriminate among the bad boy, 
hero, loser, and nice guy (see Figure 1).  The personality profiles and photos can be found 
in Appendices A and B, respectively.  The order in which the personality profiles were 
presented was counterbalanced using a Latin square design.  After rating the profiles, 
participants were asked to complete a demographic questionnaire containing questions to 
detect random or careless responding, as well as the attachment, self-esteem, menstrual 
cycle, and sociosexual orientation measures, and some questions to verify that 
participants could categorize the profiles into their intended prototypes (profiles were 
categorized correctly approximately 87% of the time).  At the end of the questionnaire, 
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participants were debriefed, asked to answer questions to verify their understanding of 
the debriefing, thanked, and paid within 24 hours. 
Measures 
Adult attachment.  Adult attachment was measured using Brennan, Clark, and 
Shaver’s (1998) Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR) scale.  The ECR contains 36 
items in two subscales—18 items that measure attachment avoidance and 18 that measure 
attachment anxiety—which are rated on a seven-point scale from “1 – Disagree Strongly” 
to “7 – Agree Strongly.”  The anxiety subscale (M = 3.93, SD = 1.23) includes items that 
assess an individual’s concerns about abandonment (e.g., “I worry about being 
abandoned.”) and desire for closeness (e.g., “I often want to merge completely with 
romantic partners, and this, sometimes scares them away.”), and the avoidance subscale 
(M = 2.85, SD = 1.25) includes items that assess an individual’s comfort with closeness 
to (e.g., “I am nervous when partners get too close to me.”) and dependence upon 
partners (e.g., “I don't mind asking romantic partners for comfort, advice, or help.”; 
reverse coded).  The reliability (Cronbach’s α) for the anxiety subscale was .93 and the 
reliability for the avoidance subscale was .95. 
Self-esteem.  Global self-esteem was measured using Rosenberg’s (1965) 10-item 
scale.  Sample items include “On the whole I am satisfied with myself,” and “I feel that I 
am person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.”  Items are rated on a four-
point scale from “1 – Strongly Agree” to “4 – Strongly Disagree.”  I scored the scale by 
taking the average of these items, in order to account for missing data (Cronbach’s α = 
.93, M = 2.12, SD = .65).  
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Menstrual cycle.  For women presumed to be normally cycling (i.e., those who 
were not currently using hormonal birth control, pregnant, or nursing, and had not 
recently had a child), menstrual cycle information was collected via four items asking 
women to specify when their most recent menstrual period began, when the period before 
their most recent one began, when they expected their next period to begin, and how long 
their typical menstrual cycle lasts (in days).  Following the assumptions outlined by 
Thornhill and Gangestad (1999) and Pillsworth, Haselton, and Buss (2004), I calculated 
the current phase of their menstrual cycle using the reverse cycle day (RCD) method.  As 
in Durante and colleagues’ (2012) third study, counting days backward from their next 
expected menstrual period to the 15th day prior (RCD 15), I estimated the phase of their 
cycle with the higher probability of fertility to consist of that day, the five days prior, and 
the three days after.  I estimated that the phase with the lower probability of fertility 
consisted of the fourth day after RCD 15 through the 11th day after.  Thus, I categorized 
women as being in one or the other of these groups (for convenience, I refer to them 
hereafter as “high fertility” and “low fertility”) if the date of their participation in the 
study fell within one of these ranges.  However, like Durante and colleagues (2012), I 
excluded women at the beginning and end of their menstrual cycles from analyses in 
order to avoid confounds due to premenstrual, menstrual, or perimenstrual symptoms.   
Pubertal timing.  Pubertal timing information was collected using three items 
adapted from the Pubertal Development Scale (PDS; Petersen, Crockett, Richards, & 
Boxer, 1988), a well-validated, reliable self-report measure of the timing of individuals’ 
physical maturation relative to peers (also, see Carskadon & Acebo, 1993, and Bond et 
al., 2006).  These items asked women to specify their age and grade in school when their 
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first menstrual period began and when they began to experience pubertal changes relative 
to their peers.  Age at pubertal onset was the variable I used in data analyses (M = 12.14, 
SD = 1.38), as the last two of these items were meant to aid participants’ memories in 
gauging their age at pubertal onset. 
Sociosexual orientation.  Sociosexual orientation was measured using Simpson 
and Gangestad’s (1991) Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI).  The SOI is a seven-
item inventory assessing individuals’ thoughts and attitudes regarding sex.  Three items 
are free response questions regarding numbers of past and expected future sex partners, 
one regards the frequency of fantasizing about extra-pair copulation, and three are nine-
point rating scale items regarding attitudes about casual sex.  Sample items include “With 
how many different partners have you had sex on one and only one occasion?” and “I can 
imagine myself being comfortable and enjoying ‘casual’ sex with different partners.”  I 
scored the SOI by averaging the items, then doing a log base-10 transformation on the 
averaged scores in order to normalize their distribution (Cronbach’s α = .70, M = .40, SD 
= .25). 
Controls.  I also included several individual difference variables for use as 
control variables in the statistical analyses.  These variables were age, relationship status 
(dummy-coded 1 for those in relationships and 0 for those who were not), hormonal birth 
control use (coded 1 for those using and 0 for those who were not), income bracket, and 
race (coded 1 for participants who were Caucasian and 0 for those who were not).  I 
chose to control for race in this way for two reasons; first because the majority of 
participants were Caucasian, and second, because the pictures that accompanied the 
profiles all appeared to be Caucasian. 
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Attraction.  Women’s attraction to the four profiles was measured using the six 
11-point rating scale items shown in Appendix C.  A principal components analysis (with 
oblique rotation) of all participants’ responses to these items from both Studies 2 and 3 
revealed two correlated factors (r = .50)—one which was characterized by a theme of 
relationship interest (items 1, 4, 5, and 6) and one which was characterized by sexual 
interest (items 2 and 3).  All of the loadings of the items on their respective factors are 
shown in Table 2.  The reliability (Cronbach’s α) for the relationship interest items was 
.98 and the reliability for the sexual interest items was .95. 
Parental investment.  Women’s expectations of the prototypical men’s parental 
investment were measured using Durante and colleagues’ (2012) items asking them to 
imagine having a child with him, then estimate what percentage of the required time and 
effort he would devote to (1) caring for the baby (e.g., feeding, giving the baby a bath), 
(2) shopping for food and cooking, and (3) general household chores (e.g., assembling 
baby furniture, washing bottles).  The reliability (Cronbach’s α) for the items was .94. 
Results 
 The data for Study 2 were analyzed using multilevel modeling via the MIXED 
procedure in the SPSS statistical software package (version 22).  All of the models used 
in the analyses for Studies 2 and 3 took the following form.  At level 1, the equation 
contained 3 dummy-coded (0, 1) variables representing the within-subjects factor, male 
profile (prototype): 
𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝛽𝛽0𝑖𝑖 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑖𝑖(𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻) + 𝛽𝛽2𝑖𝑖(𝐿𝐿𝐻𝐻𝐿𝐿𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻) + 𝛽𝛽3𝑖𝑖(𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐻𝐻 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺) + 𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 
Here, 𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 represents participant j’s rating of a given profile.  Because the bad boy profile 
is not represented by a dummy-coded variable, it is represented by the intercept, 𝛽𝛽0𝑖𝑖, and 
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a participant’s rating of the bad boy profile becomes the reference to which all of her 
other profile ratings are compared.  That is, controlling for other variables in the model, 
the value of 𝛽𝛽0𝑖𝑖 will represent a woman’s rating of the bad boy profile and 𝛽𝛽1𝑖𝑖, 𝛽𝛽2𝑖𝑖, and 
𝛽𝛽3𝑖𝑖 will represent the difference between her ratings of each of the other profiles (hero, 
loser, and nice guy, respectively) and the bad boy.  At level 2, the intercept and each of 
the regression weights in the level 1 equation were predicted by another intercept and the 
between-subjects variables of interest in the study, as illustrated using attachment anxiety 
and attachment avoidance in the following example equations:1,2 
𝛽𝛽0𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾00 + 𝛾𝛾01(𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑁𝑁𝐻𝐻𝐴𝐴𝐺𝐺) + 𝛾𝛾02(𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐻𝐻𝑁𝑁𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑁𝑁𝐻𝐻) + ⋯+ 𝐺𝐺0𝑖𝑖 
𝛽𝛽1𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾10 + 𝛾𝛾11(𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑁𝑁𝐻𝐻𝐴𝐴𝐺𝐺) + 𝛾𝛾12(𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐻𝐻𝑁𝑁𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑁𝑁𝐻𝐻) + ⋯+ 𝐺𝐺1𝑖𝑖 
𝛽𝛽2𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾20 + 𝛾𝛾21(𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑁𝑁𝐻𝐻𝐴𝐴𝐺𝐺) + 𝛾𝛾22(𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐻𝐻𝑁𝑁𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑁𝑁𝐻𝐻) + ⋯+ 𝐺𝐺2𝑖𝑖 
𝛽𝛽3𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾30 + 𝛾𝛾31(𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑁𝑁𝐻𝐻𝐴𝐴𝐺𝐺) + 𝛾𝛾32(𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐻𝐻𝑁𝑁𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑁𝑁𝐻𝐻) + ⋯+ 𝐺𝐺3𝑖𝑖 
Because of the dummy-coded variables included in the level 1 equation, the intercepts 
and regression weights at level 2 take on more complex meanings which are worth 
noting.  The most straightforward is the equation for 𝛽𝛽0𝑖𝑖.  In this equation, 𝛾𝛾00 represents 
the average of all participants’ ratings of the bad boy profile, while 𝛾𝛾01, 𝛾𝛾02, …, represent 
the variability around that grand average that is related to the individual characteristics of 
each participant (e.g., attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance).  In the equations for 
𝛽𝛽1𝑖𝑖, 𝛽𝛽2𝑖𝑖, and 𝛽𝛽3𝑖𝑖, 𝛾𝛾∙0 (I represent the first digit of the subscript as a ‘∙’ here, instead of 1, 
2, or 3 for brevity) represents the average difference between all participants’ ratings of 
the bad boy profile and another profile, while 𝛾𝛾∙1, 𝛾𝛾∙2, …, represent the variability around 
that average difference that is related to the individual characteristics of each participant 
(e.g., attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance).  Another way to understand this is 
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that 𝛾𝛾∙1, 𝛾𝛾∙2, …, represent the difference between how an individual’s characteristics are 
related to her rating of the bad boy, and how they are related to her rating of another 
profile.  I fit four versions of the model for each outcome, so that each of the prototypes 
would be used as the reference group in turn.  I also fit two separate sets of these models 
to accommodate all of the predictors of interest in the study—one set testing the 
relationships of adult attachment, self-esteem, and sociosexual orientation to the 
outcome, and another set testing the relationships of pubertal timing and menstrual cycle 
phase to the outcome (for a total of eight results tables per outcome).  I did this because 
including menstrual cycle phase in the models drastically reduced the degrees of 
freedom, due to the fact that many participants were excluded, either because they were 
using hormonal birth control (and, therefore, presumably not normally cycling) or were 
estimated to be in the premenstrual phase of their cycle.  Additionally, all models testing 
for the relationships between the individual difference variables of interest and the 
outcome variables also included the control variables mentioned previously in the 
Method section. 
Sexual Interest 
 On average, before any of the level 2 predictors were entered in the models, 
women reported more sexual interest in the hero profile than in the bad boy γ = -1.35, SE 
= .11, p <.001, the loser γ = -2.62, SE = .11, p < .001, or the nice guy γ = -1.14, SE = .11, 
p < .001.  They also reported more sexual interest in the bad boy than the loser γ = -1.27, 
SE = .11, p < .001 and more sexual interest in the nice guy than the loser γ = -1.48, SE = 
.11, p < .001.  However, women reported marginally more sexual interest in the nice guy 
than in the bad boy γ = -.21, SE = .11, p = .055.  Adding women’s individual difference 
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variables (including control variables) to the previous models revealed further differences 
in women’s sexual interest in the profiles.  The full results of fitting the models 
containing the level 2 predictors of interest are shown in Table 3 through Table 10 and 
illustrated in Figure 2 through Figure 7.  Tables are ordered by the reference profile (i.e., 
bad boy, hero, loser, nice guy) and repeat that order with new sets of predictors or new 
outcome variables (e.g., set one: attachment, self-esteem, and SOI; set two: menstrual 
cycle and pubertal timing).  When viewing the figures with lines, think of the solid line as 
representing the prototype who makes the most solid relationship choice—the hero.  The 
nice guy has some chinks in his armor (dashed line), while the bad boy starts getting 
spotty (dashes and dots) and the loser is the spottiest (dots only). 
Adult attachment.  In each of four models, one of the profiles was used as the 
reference to which all other profiles were compared, yielding the level of interest in that 
profile and differences in interest between that profile and the others.  The profile that 
was used as the reference in a given model is indicated by the left-most of four labels at 
the top of the table.  The data underneath that label indicate the mean level of—and the 
predictors’ relationships to—women’s ratings of the reference profile (estimates, test 
statistics, and 95% confidence intervals).  For example, as shown in the Anxiety row in 
Table 5, under the Loser label, you can see that the more anxiously attached women 
were, the more sexual interest they showed in the loser.  Also, as shown in Table 4, the 
more avoidantly attached women were, the less sexual interest in the hero they reported.  
Neither anxiety nor avoidance were significantly related to sexual interest in the bad boy 
(inconsistent with hypotheses)3 or nice guy. 
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Comparisons between the reference profile and the other profiles are shown under 
the three right-hand labels at the top of each table.  Looking under the Loser label in 
Table 4, you can see that the more anxious women were, the less discrepancy there was 
between their sexual interest in the hero and the loser.  Similarly, the more anxious 
women were, the less discrepancy there was between their sexual interest in the nice guy 
and the loser (see Table 5).  Greater anxiety was also marginally associated with 
decreasing interest gaps between the hero and the bad boy and between the nice guy and 
the bad boy (consistent with hypotheses; see Table 3).  Greater attachment avoidance was 
associated with decreasing interest gaps between the hero and the loser, the hero and the 
bad boy (consistent with hypotheses), and marginally associated with a decreasing 
interest gap between the hero and the nice guy (see Table 4).  Graphs of the model 
predicting sexual interest from attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance are shown 
in Figure 2 and Figure 3. 
Self-esteem.  As shown in Table 3 through Table 6, self-esteem also predicted 
differences in women’s sexual interest in the profiles.  Consistent with hypotheses, 
greater self-esteem was marginally associated with decreasing interest in the bad boy.  As 
illustrated by the model graph in Figure 4, greater self-esteem was also associated with an 
increasing gap in interest between the nice guy and the bad boy, and marginally 
associated with an increasing gap between the hero and the bad boy. 
Sociosexual orientation.  In contrast to attachment and self-esteem, the less 
restricted sociosexual orientations women had (recall that higher scores indicate less 
restricted attitudes), the more sexual interest they showed in the bad boy (consistent with 
hypotheses) and in all of the other profiles (inconsistent with hypotheses).  However, the 
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less restricted women were, the more the gap in their sexual interest widened between the 
loser and each of the other profiles (see Table 3 through Table 6 and Figure 5).  
Menstrual cycle and pubertal timing.  Menstrual cycle was included in the 
models as a dummy-coded variable; a value of zero indicated the low fertility group and a 
value of one indicated the high fertility group.  Inconsistent with hypotheses, and as 
shown under the Reference headings of Table 7 through Table 10, there were no 
significant interactions between menstrual cycle and pubertal timing for any of the 
prototypes.  However, women in the high fertility group reported greater sexual interest 
in the bad boy, the hero, and the loser than did women in the low fertility group, and they 
exhibited a marginal trend toward showing more interest in the nice guy (see Figure 6).  
Also, as shown in Figure 7, the older women were at the onset of puberty, the less interest 
they reported in the hero (see Table 8) and there was a marginal trend where they 
reported less interest in the nice guy and bad boy as well.  Maturing later was also 
marginally associated with decreasing gaps in sexual interest between the hero and the 
loser, the nice guy and the loser, and the bad boy and the loser.  (see Table 9). 
Relationship Interest 
 Before any of the level 2 predictors were entered in the models predicting 
relationship interest, women reported more relationship interest in the hero profile than in 
the bad boy γ = -4.99, SE = .10, p <.001, the loser γ = -5.84, SE = .10, p < .001, or the 
nice guy γ = -2.08, SE = .12, p < .001.  They also reported more relationship interest in 
the nice guy than the bad boy γ = -2.91, SE = .10, p < .001 or loser γ = -3.77, SE = .10, p 
< .001 and more relationship interest in the bad boy than in the loser γ = -.86, SE = .08, p 
< .001.  As was the case with sexual interest, when women’s individual difference 
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variables were included in the model they predicted differences in relationship interest.  
The results of fitting these models are displayed in Table 11 through Table 18. 
Adult attachment.   As shown in Table 11 and Table 12 and the model graph in 
Figure 8, the greater women’s attachment anxiety was, the more they reported 
relationship interest in the bad boy (consistent with hypotheses), and marginally more in 
the hero.  The greater women’s attachment avoidance was, the less relationship interest 
they reported in the hero and the narrower the interest gap became between him and the 
other prototypes (see Figure 9). 
Self-esteem.  Increases in women’s self-esteem were associated with increasing 
interest in the nice guy and marginally associated with decreasing relationship interest in 
the hero (see Table 14 and Table 12).  As shown in Table 14, increased self-esteem was 
also associated with a decreasing gap in relationship interest between the hero and nice 
guy and an increasing gap between the nice guy and bad boy, consistent with hypotheses 
(consider the reverse).  Greater self-esteem was marginally associated with decreasing 
gaps between the hero and loser, and between the bad boy and loser (see Table 13).  
These results are illustrated by the model graph in Figure 10. 
Sociosexual orientation.  The less restricted women’s sociosexual orientations 
were (indicated by higher scores), the greater relationship interest in the bad boy 
(consistent with hypotheses) and the hero they reported (see Table 11 and Table 12).  
Less restricted sociosexual orientations were also related to increasing interest gaps 
between the hero and the nice guy and between the bad boy and the loser, and a 
decreasing gap between the nice guy and the bad boy (consistent with hypotheses).  
These results are illustrated by the model graph in Figure 11. 
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Menstrual cycle and pubertal timing.  Inconsistent with hypotheses, there were 
no significant interactions between menstrual cycle and pubertal timing in predicting 
women’s relationship interest in the prototypes.  As shown in Table 15 and Table 17, 
women who were in the high fertility group reported more relationship interest in the bad 
boy and the loser than women in the low fertility group, though a marginal interaction 
indicated that the latter may only be true for women who went through puberty earlier.  
There were also interactions indicating that menstrual cycle phase was differentially 
associated with relationship interest in the bad boy versus the nice guy and the loser 
versus the nice guy; this reiterated that cycle phase was not associated with interest in the 
nice guy as it was for the others (see Table 18).  A similar marginal interaction occurred 
between the bad boy and the hero (see Table 15).  A graph of the model is shown in 
Figure 12. 
Parental Investment 
 Prior to entering the level 2 predictors in the models predicting women’s 
estimates of the prototypical men’s parental investment, women estimated that if they 
hypothetically had a child together, the hero would invest more in its care than would the 
bad boy γ = -29.83, SE = .74, p <.001 or the loser γ = -32.13, SE = .77, p < .001, but not 
more than the nice guy γ = .19, SE = .77, ns.  They also believed that the nice guy would 
contribute more than the bad boy γ = -30.02, SE = .77, p < .001 or loser γ = -32.32, SE = 
.77, p < .001, and that the bad boy would contribute more than the loser γ = -2.30, SE = 
.74, p = .002.  The results of fitting models containing the level 2 predictors of interest 
are shown in Table 19 through Table 26. 
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Adult attachment.   As shown in Table 20, higher avoidance was marginally 
associated with a decreasing expected investment from the hero and significantly 
associated with a narrowing gap between the hero and the bad boy.  A graph of the model 
is shown in Figure 13. 
Self-esteem.  Greater self-esteem was associated with a widening gap between the 
expected parental investments of the hero and the bad boy (see Table 20 and Figure 14). 
Sociosexual orientation.  Women’s sociosexual orientations were not 
significantly related to their estimates of the prototypes’ parental investment.4 
Menstrual cycle and pubertal timing.  As shown in Table 23, the age at which 
women experienced puberty significantly predicted their estimates of parental investment 
by the bad boy; however, this was qualified by an interaction between age of puberty and 
menstrual cycle phase.5  Increased age of puberty was also marginally associated with 
higher estimates of parental investment by the loser, as shown in Table 25.  I probed the 
aforementioned interaction by running one model with the pubertal age variable centered 
at one SD above the mean (13.52 years) and another model with pubertal age centered at 
one SD below the mean (10.76 years).  For women who matured earlier, those who were 
in the high fertility group estimated that the bad boy would contribute more to childcare 
than did women who were in the low fertility group γ = 6.63, SE = 2.80, p = .019, 95% 
CI [1.10, 12.16].  For women who matured later, there was no significant association 
between their cycle phase and their estimate of his parental investment (see Figure 15). 
Discussion 
The results of Study 2 showed that there are several individual difference 
characteristics that may come to bear on how and whether heterosexual women may 
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come to be romantically involved with men who make less than ideal relationship 
partners, and all of the characteristics tested predicted some facet of interest in the 
prototypes while controlling for other characteristics (although pubertal timing and 
menstrual cycle phase were not tested in models with the other predictors for reasons 
mentioned previously).  Interestingly, while some of my initial hypotheses regarding 
attraction to bad boys were not directly supported (e.g., interest in the bad boy did not 
always change with the predictor variables), they were indirectly supported in unexpected 
ways.  For example, although adult attachment was not directly related to women’s 
sexual interest in the bad boy, greater attachment avoidance was related to decreased 
sexual and relationship interest in the hero—which, as one might expect, was the most 
attractive prototype on average—effectively narrowing the gap in interest between him 
and other less ideal prototypes.  The association between attachment anxiety and interest, 
on the other hand, seemed to differ depending on the type of interest in question.  Greater 
attachment anxiety was associated with increased sexual interest in a less desirable 
prototype (i.e., the loser), but associated with increased relationship interest in the bad 
boy (and marginally so for the hero)  Therefore, generally speaking, it would seem that 
the more avoidantly attached women were, the less interest they showed in an ideal mate, 
while the more anxiously attached women were, the greater interest they showed in less 
ideal mates (assuming the marginally increasing relationship interest in the hero was 
spurious). 
 Lower self-esteem was largely associated with decreasing sexual and relationship 
interest gaps between the nice guy and the bad boy.  These associations seemed to be 
driven by(marginally) increasing sexual interest in the bad boy and decreasing 
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relationship interest in the nice guy.  Perhaps these trends indicate that, when faced with a 
tradeoff, women with lower self-esteem overvalue socially dominant or exciting qualities 
in a potential sexual partner and undervalue supportive qualities in a potential 
relationship partner. 
 The less restricted women’s sociosexual orientations were, the more sexually 
attracted they were to all of the prototypical men; however, their interest in the loser 
increased less than in the others.  Strangely, decreasing sociosexual restriction seemed to 
be associated with increased relationship interest in the hero and bad boy—prototypical 
men who shared dominance and thrill-seeking traits. 
 Finally, the last findings from Study 2 showed that the more avoidant women 
were or the lower their self-esteem, the narrower they estimated the gap in parental 
investment in hypothetical offspring from the hero and the bad boy.  Also, for women 
who matured earlier, those who were in the high fertility group estimated that the bad boy 
would contribute more to childcare than did women who were in the low fertility group.  
This would seem to represent a conceptual replication of a finding of Durante and 
colleagues’ (2012) third study, where women who had matured earlier exhibited an 
increase in their predictions of a sexy cad’s parental care when the probability of 
conception was high compared to when it was low. 
 These findings and those of Studies 1 and 3 are revisited in the general discussion 
in Chapter 5.  
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CHAPTER 4 
STUDY 3 
Introduction 
 The goal of Study 3 was to answer the question “Are there factors that can cause 
differences in the observed levels of women’s attraction to bad boys?”  Specifically, I 
examined whether one factor in particular—state attachment—had an effect on women’s 
attraction to prototypical mates’ profiles.  As alluded to in the introduction for Study 2, 
adult attachment (henceforth referred to as “trait attachment” to disambiguate it from 
state attachment) is thought to be relatively stable, like other personality traits (e.g., 
Kirkpatrick & Hazan, 1994); however, it is also thought to be subject to some change 
throughout one’s lifetime (e.g., Fraley, 2002), and it has been demonstrated that it can be 
altered temporarily as a state (i.e., primed), inducing predicted state-congruent outcomes, 
such as differences between prime groups in interpersonal attraction, the type of 
interpersonal feedback that individuals wish to receive, their self-views, and relationship 
expectations (Baldwin, Keelan, Fehr, Enns, & Koh-Rangarajoo, 1996; Beck & Clark, 
2009; Carnelley & Rowe, 2007; Rowe & Carnelley, 2003).  The goal of Study 3 was to 
attempt to temporarily alter participants’ state attachment by randomly assigning them to 
one of three priming tasks and to observe whether completing those tasks caused 
differences in women’s attraction to the bad boy and other prototypes. 
Hypotheses 
 Like Study 2, I predicted that women primed with insecure attachment would be 
more attracted to the bad boy prototype than women primed with secure attachment, and 
that they would be more attracted to the bad boy relative to more relationally ideal 
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prototypes (i.e., the more supportive nice guy or hero), particularly for short-term 
encounters (e.g., brief sexual encounters). 
Method 
Participants 
 As in Studies 1 and 2, participants for Study 3 were recruited through MTurk, and 
the same recruitment precautions as Study 2 were taken (e.g., individuals who had 
participated in Study 1 or Study 2 were not permitted to participate in Study 3).  The 
initial sample consisted of 653 women. Seventy three women were excluded from 
analyses due to careless responding and 12 were excluded because they failed to respond 
or failed to respond appropriately to the prime instructions (e.g., “I love to ruck [sic] him 
on birth control,” or “I have never dated”).  In order to participate, respondents had to 
pass the same screening as in Study 2, requiring that they be U.S. residents between the 
ages of 18 to 35 years old (M = 26.4, SD = 4.7), fluent in English, and completely 
(64.6%) or mostly (35.4%) heterosexual.  Two hundred twenty four of the women 
reported using some form of hormonal birth control (two women did not provide a 
response).  Of the 568 participants, 38.6% were in an exclusive relationship or 
cohabitating with a partner, 28% were married, 23.8% were single, dating casually, or 
divorced, 5.3% were engaged, and 3.9% were in relationships that were not exclusive 
(three participants did not report their relationship status).  The women in the sample 
were mostly White or Caucasian (73.4%); however, 7.2% were Black or African, 4.9% 
were East Asian, 2.1% were Latino or Hispanic, 1.8% were South Asian or Indian, 0.4% 
were Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, 0.2% were Native American or Alaskan 
Native, 0.2% were Middle Eastern or Arab, and 8.7% reported belonging to more than 
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one category (seven participants did not report their race).  Their median personal income 
bracket was $20,000 to $29,999 and 68.3% reported that they had achieved some form of 
post-secondary education (vocational degree, associate’s degree, bachelor’s degree, or 
higher).  Participants were paid 60¢ for their participation in the study. 
Procedure 
 Study 3 proceeded the same way as Study 2, except that participants completed an 
attachment priming exercise prior to rating the personality profiles and they completed a 
shorter trait attachment measure at the end of the study.  For the priming exercise, 
participants were asked to write about a relationship experience that reflected feelings of 
attachment avoidance, anxiety, or security (from Beck & Clark, 2009, p. 1178).  The 
instructions for the three priming tasks are below.   
 Secure prime.  “Please think of a person you are very comfortable being 
close to.  Describe a time in which you felt comfortable depending on him or her, and/or 
having him or her depend on you.”  
 Anxious prime.  “Please think of a person who is reluctant to get as close 
as you would like.  Describe a time in which you worried that this person did not care 
about you or want to spend time with you.” 
 Avoidant prime.  “Please think of a person you are uncomfortable being 
close to.  Describe a time in which you did not trust him or her, and did not allow 
yourself to depend on him or her.”  
Measures 
 The measures used in Study 3 were the same as in Study 2, except that the ECR 
was omitted and participants completed a short form of the Experiences in Close 
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Relationship scale (ECR-s; Wei, Russell, Mallinckrodt, & Vogel, 2007) in order to 
measure trait attachment (for anxiety, Cronbach’s α = .76, M = 4.11, SD = 1.20; for 
avoidance, Cronbach’s α = .80, M = 2.83, SD = 1.15). The same outcomes from Study 
2—sexual interest (α = .94), relationship interest (α = .98), and parental investment (α = 
.94)—were also investigated in Study 3. 
Results 
 I analyzed the data for Study 3 in a similar fashion as in Study 2, except that I 
included two new dummy-coded variables in the level 2 equations to test for effects of 
the attachment primes on women’s ratings of their sexual interest and relationship interest 
in each profile, as well as their estimates of what each prototype would invest in parental 
care.  I also tested for interactions between trait attachment and state attachment (prime) 
at level 2 because some studies have shown that one’s processing of attachment relevant 
information may be dependent upon one’s trait attachment (e.g., Collins & Gillath, 2012; 
Edelstein & Gillath, 2008).  Altering the models such that each prime condition and each 
prototype were used as the reference in turn yielded 12 data tables for each outcome. 
Sexual Interest 
On average, before any of the level 2 predictors were entered in the models, 
women reported more sexual interest in the hero profile than in the bad boy γ = -1.17, SE 
= .12, p <.001, the loser γ = -2.44, SE = .11, p < .001, or the nice guy γ = -.97, SE = .11, 
p < .001.  They also reported more sexual interest in the bad boy than the loser γ = -1.27, 
SE = .11, p < .001 and more sexual interest in the nice guy than the loser γ = -1.47, SE = 
.11, p < .001.  However, women reported marginally more sexual interest in the nice guy 
than in the bad boy γ = -.20, SE = .11, p = .067.  Adding women’s trait attachment and 
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attachment prime conditions to the previous models revealed further differences in 
women’s sexual interest in the profiles.  The full results of fitting the model with the 
secure prime as the reference are shown in Table 27 through Table 30, those with the 
anxious prime as the reference are shown in Table 31 through Table 34, and those with 
the avoidant prime as the reference are shown in Table 35 through Table 38.  Graphs of 
the model are shown in Figure 16 through Figure 20. 
Attachment Prime and Prototype.  Controlling for levels of trait anxiety and 
avoidance, the effects of the attachment primes on sexual interest in the prototypes were 
as follows.  As shown in the Avoidant Prime row of Table 28 and Table 32, under the 
Reference headings, women in the avoidant prime condition were less sexually interested 
in the hero than were women in the secure or anxious prime conditions (see Figure 16).  
Women in the avoidant prime condition were also less interested in the nice guy than 
women in the secure prime condition, and marginally less interested than women in the 
anxious prime condition (see Table 30 and Table 34).  Women in the avoidant prime 
condition were also marginally less interested in the bad boy than were women in the 
anxious prime condition (contrary to hypotheses; see Table 31). 
Attachment Prime, Trait Attachment, and Prototype.  As shown in Table 30, 
in the Trait Avoidance row under the Reference (Nice Guy) heading, for women in the 
secure prime condition, higher trait avoidance was marginally associated with increasing 
sexual interest in the nice guy, but this was not true for women in the other prime 
conditions (see Figure 17).  For women in the anxious prime condition, higher trait 
anxiety was marginally associated with increasing sexual interest in the bad boy and the 
nice guy (see Table 31, Table 34, and Figure 18), and higher trait avoidance was 
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marginally associated with increasing interest in the hero (see Table 32 and Figure 19).  
As shown in Table 31, in the Trait Avoidance row under Hero, higher trait avoidance was 
also associated with an increasing interest gap between the hero and the bad boy in the 
anxious prime condition.  For women in the avoidant prime condition, higher trait anxiety 
was associated with an increasing interest gap in the bad boy over the nice guy (see Table 
35 and Figure 20). 
Relationship Interest 
 Before any of the level 2 predictors were entered in the models predicting 
relationship interest, women reported more relationship interest in the hero profile than in 
the bad boy γ = -4.97, SE = .11, p <.001, the loser γ = -5.90, SE = .11, p < .001, or the 
nice guy γ = -2.11, SE = .12, p < .001.  They also reported more relationship interest in 
the nice guy than the bad boy γ = -2.86, SE = .11, p < .001 or loser γ = -3.79, SE = .11, p 
< .001, and more relationship interest in the bad boy than in the loser γ = -.92, SE = .08, p 
< .001.  As was the case with sexual interest, when women’s trait attachment and 
attachment prime conditions were included in the model they predicted differences in 
relationship interest.  The full results of fitting the model with the secure prime as the 
reference are shown in Table 39 through Table 42, those with the anxious prime as the 
reference are shown in Table 43 through Table 46, and those with the avoidant prime as 
the reference are shown in Table 47 through Table 50.  Graphs of the model are shown in 
Figure 21 through Figure 26. 
Attachment Prime and Prototype.  Controlling for levels of trait anxiety and 
avoidance, the effects of the attachment primes on relationship interest in the prototypes 
were as follows.  As shown in Table 43 and Table 44, women in the anxious prime 
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condition showed more relationship interest in the bad boy and the hero than did women 
in the avoidant prime condition (contrary to hypotheses).  The former effect for the bad 
boy was significantly different from that for the loser and the latter effect for the hero was 
marginally different from that for the loser—interactions indicating that the non-
significant difference between the anxious and secure primes for the loser was in the 
opposite direction (see Table 45 and Figure 21).  Women in the anxious prime condition 
also showed marginally more interest in the hero than women in the secure prime 
condition (see Table 44). 
Attachment Prime, Trait Attachment, and Prototype.  As shown in Table 39, 
for women in the secure prime condition, greater trait avoidance was marginally 
associated with increasing relationship interest in the bad boy (see Figure 22).  For 
women in the anxious prime condition, greater trait anxiety was associated with 
increasing interest in the hero and the nice guy and an increasing interest gap between the 
hero and the loser, and marginally associated with increasing interest in the bad boy and 
an increasing interest gap between the nice guy and the loser (see Table 43 through Table 
46 and Figure 23).  Greater trait avoidance was associated with decreasing interest in the 
hero and increasing interest in the loser, as well as decreasing interest gaps between the 
hero and the bad boy, the hero and the loser, and the hero and the nice guy (see Table 44, 
Table 45, and Figure 24).  For the avoidant prime condition, greater trait anxiety was 
marginally associated with increasing interest in the bad boy and an increasing interest 
gap between the bad boy and the loser (see Table 47 and Figure 25), while greater trait 
avoidance was associated with decreasing interest in the nice guy and a decreasing 
interest gap between the nice guy and the loser (see Table 50), and marginally associated 
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with decreasing interest gaps between the nice guy and the bad boy and between the hero 
and the loser (see Table 47, Table 49, and Figure 26). 
Parental Investment 
 Prior to entering the level 2 predictors in the models predicting women’s 
estimates of the prototypical men’s parental investment, women estimated that if they 
hypothetically had a child together, the hero would invest more in its care than would the 
bad boy γ = -29.22, SE = .79, p <.001 or the loser γ = -31.93, SE = .80, p < .001, but not 
more than the nice guy γ = .03, SE = .85, ns.  They also believed that the nice guy would 
contribute more than the bad boy γ = -29.26, SE = .79, p < .001 or loser γ = -31.98, SE = 
.79, p < .001, and that the bad boy would contribute more than the loser γ = -2.73, SE = 
.67, p < .001.  The full results of fitting the model with the secure prime as the reference 
are shown in Table 51 through Table 54, those with the anxious prime as the reference 
are shown in Table 55 through Table 58, and those with the avoidant prime as the 
reference are shown in Table 59 through Table 62.  Graphs of the model are shown in 
Figure 27 through Figure 31. 
Attachment Prime and Prototype.  Controlling for levels of trait anxiety and 
avoidance, women’s estimates of parental investment by each prototype were not 
significantly or marginally different across attachment prime conditions; however, there 
were interactions between pairs of prototypes by pairs of prime conditions.  In other 
words, the non-significant difference between two primes for one prototype was in the 
opposite direction from the non-significant difference between the same two primes for 
another prototype (see Table 51, Table 53, and Figure 27). 
50 
Attachment Prime, Trait Attachment, and Prototype.  For women in the 
secure prime condition, greater trait avoidance was marginally associated with increasing 
investment gaps between the hero and the nice guy and between the hero and the loser 
(see Table 52 and Figure 28).  For women in the anxious prime condition, greater trait 
anxiety was marginally associated with an increasing investment gap between the hero 
and loser (see Table 56 and Figure 29), and greater trait avoidance was significantly 
associated with decreasing estimates of parental investment by the hero and a marginally 
decreasing investment gap between the hero and the loser (see Table 56 and Figure 30).  
For women in the avoidant prime condition, greater trait avoidance was associated with 
increasing estimates of parental investment by the loser and the hero and marginally 
associated with increasing estimates of investment by the bad boy (see Table 59 through 
Table 61 and Figure 31). 
Discussion 
While Study 3 did accomplish its goal of exploring whether there are factors that 
may be manipulated to bring about differences in women’s attraction to bad boys and 
other prototypes (the attachment primes did have differential effects within each 
outcome), it also revealed many unexpected findings.  I had hypothesized that women in 
the insecure prime conditions would report more interest in the bad boy and that their 
interest in the bad boy would be greater than their interest in more relationally ideal 
profiles (the nice guy or hero).  Although this was true in some sense (e.g., anxiously 
primed women were more relationally interested in the bad boy than avoidantly primed 
women), the picture was less clear or more complex than I predicted.  This was partly 
because the effect of the attachment prime was dependent upon women’s trait 
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attachment.  For example, in the avoidant prime condition, greater trait anxiety was 
associated with the bad boy gaining sexual interest approaching that of the nice guy.  
Also, perhaps the effects of the priming manipulations were weak and the group size in 
each prime condition may have been insufficient to fully detect them.  For instance, 
women in the anxious prime condition were only marginally more sexually interested in 
the bad boy than were women in the avoidant prime condition. 
Nevertheless, even the unexpected results of Study 3 were interesting.  Like 
women with higher trait avoidance in Study 2, the women in the avoidant prime 
condition were less sexually interested in the hero than women in the other prime 
conditions.  They were also less sexually interested in the nice guy than women in the 
secure prime condition (and marginally less than women in the anxious prime condition).  
Women in the anxious prime condition showed more relationship interest in the hero and 
the bad boy than did women in the avoidant prime condition, and greater trait anxiety was 
also associated with increasing relationship interest in the hero and the nice guy (and 
marginally increasing interest in the bad boy) for women in the anxious prime—these 
relationships are similar to the association between trait anxiety and relationship interest 
in Study 2.  In some cases, the effect of the attachment prime did not seem to be 
dependent on trait attachment, where in others, the combinations produced unique effects.  
For women in the anxious prime condition, trait avoidance was associated with decreased 
relationship interest in the hero and increased relationship interest in the loser, which was 
similar to the associations between trait avoidance and relationship interest in Study 2.  
By contrast, higher trait avoidance was associated with an increasing sexual interest gap 
between the hero and the bad boy in the anxious prime condition, which was dissimilar to 
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most associations between trait attachment and relationship interest in Study 2.  Perhaps 
these contrasts highlight differences in the effect of the primes when contemplating one 
type of interest over another—that is, perhaps one’s processing of attachment related 
information is more malleable when one is contemplating potential sexual partners versus 
relationship partners. 
Interestingly, for women in the secure prime condition, greater trait avoidance 
was marginally associated with increasing estimates of parental investment from the hero 
over the nice guy and over the loser.  For other prime conditions, higher congruent trait 
attachment (e.g., avoidant prime with higher trait avoidance) seemed to be associated 
with increasing estimates of investment from the hero, while higher incongruent trait 
attachment (e.g., avoidant prime with higher trait anxiety) seemed to be associated with 
decreasing estimates of investment from the hero, similar to the association between trait 
avoidance and estimated parental investment in Study 2. 
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CHAPTER 5 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 Taken together, the studies presented in the current line of research help advance 
our understanding of why heterosexual women might sometimes choose less than ideal 
relationship partners by disentangling some of the previously confounded characteristics 
of those hypothetical or prototypical potential mates, by investigating some individual 
difference characteristics that women may possess that may come to bear on these 
choices, and by testing whether their preferences can be manipulated. 
Study 1 established some of the personality characteristics that women associate 
with the bad boy and helped to disentangle them—partially by validating other 
prototypes—making it possible to develop clearer operationalizations of those types and 
allowing for the creation of profiles for women to view in Studies 2 and 3.  This was an 
important first step in the current line of research because previous studies seemed to 
confound fun, attractive, sexually experienced, charismatic, and unfaithful characteristics 
and pit them against nice, shy, average-looking, stable, and responsible qualities (e.g., 
Herold & Milhausen, 1999; McDaniel, 2005; Simpson & Gangestad, 1992).  Although 
these combinations may be backed by analysis (e.g., Simpson & Gangestad, 1992) and 
either side may represent a trade-off, it is more difficult to tell what the deciding factor 
was when one is chosen over the other.  In some previous studies, even the trade-off 
seemed unclear; for example, McDaniel’s (2005) fun/sexy guy just sounds more romantic 
than the good guy (see the Current Research section of this document), and Durante and 
colleagues’ (2012) sexy cad was an award-winning skier and outdoor enthusiast who was 
socially dominant, adventurous, and charismatic, whereas their reliable man was an 
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accountant who had been promoted several times and was stable and dependable.  
Critically, Study 1 established some positive and negative qualities—primarily high and 
low levels of social dominance and supportiveness—that women associated with 
different prototypes and thus provided additional, well-defined prototype options for 
consideration in Studies 2 and 3. 
Study 2 showed that differences in heterosexual women’s attraction to such 
prototypical men are at least partially related to their own individual differences including 
adult attachment, self-esteem, sociosexual orientation, menstrual cycle phase, and 
pubertal timing.  The finding that more avoidantly attached women were less sexually or 
relationally interested in the hero are corroborated by previous research showing that 
avoidant individuals inhibit attention to attachment-related information (Edelstein & 
Gillath, 2008), that they are less likely to enter into committed relationships (Schindler et 
al., 2010), that they may choose less desirable mates (Zayas & Shoda, 2007), and that 
they are less sexually interested in responsive acquaintances (Birnbaum & Reis, 2012).  
The findings of Study 2 suggest that avoidantly attached women may also downplay the 
attractiveness of ideal relationship partners.  Conversely, greater attachment anxiety was 
associated with increasing interest in several prototypes, including less than ideal ones 
(i.e., the loser and bad boy).   
Higher self-esteem was associated with increasing relationship interest in the nice 
guy and marginally associated with decreasing sexual interest in the bad boy in Study 2, 
findings which can be stated in the opposite direction: lower self-esteem was associated 
with decreasing relationship interest in the nice guy (approaching the bad boy) and 
marginally associated with increasing sexual interest in the bad boy (approaching the nice 
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guy).  This converges with the finding by Zayas and Shoda (2007) that women with 
lower self-esteem chose less desirable men (at least, less relationally desirable).  
 Interestingly, women with less restricted sociosexual orientations were more 
sexually interested in all prototypes, but only more relationally interested in the hero and 
the bad boy.  Perhaps they are more discriminating when it comes to relationships and 
prefer to secure long-term mates who are more adventurous or dominant.  This finding 
dovetails with Simpson and Gangestad’s (1992) second study finding that less restricted 
individuals tended to be more interested in the charismatic, confident, socially visible 
(but questionably faithful) potential partner; however, the current research indicates that 
it is unlikely the negative traits they find attractive, but rather their social dominance.  It 
is also interesting to note that the last finding in Study 2 conceptually replicated Durante 
and colleagues’ (2012) finding that early maturing women who were in the high fertility 
group estimated a sexy cad would contribute more to the care of hypothetical offspring 
than did those who were in the low fertility group.  They proposed that the finding may 
have been partly due to the tendency for early maturing women to adopt a short-term 
mating strategy; however, my attempt to replicate this finding by substituting sociosexual 
orientation scores for pubertal timing failed to find the cognate interaction.  This may 
indicate that the effect is not attributable to a short-term mating strategy, or at least not to 
aspects of it that are consciously accessible. 
Study 3 extended the findings of Study 2 by showing that manipulating women’s 
state attachment can differentially affect their attraction to prototypical men.  Controlling 
for trait attachment, women in the anxious prime condition were more relationally 
interested and marginally more sexually interested in the bad boy than women in the 
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avoidant prime condition and several combinations of trait attachment and attachment 
prime were marginally associated with gains in his favor.  Women in the avoidant prime 
were less sexually interested in the hero than were women in the other prime conditions 
and less relationally interested than women in the anxious prime condition (controlling 
for trait attachment); findings which mirrored that for trait avoidance in Study 2.  Beck 
and Clark (2009) found that both individuals who were higher in trait avoidance and 
those who were primed with avoidance tended to avoid situations that would be 
diagnostic of how others felt about them.  Perhaps downplaying the attractiveness of ideal 
mates is a component of the mechanism through which avoidant individuals circumvent 
socially diagnostic situations. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
The current research has several limitations.  For instance, a criticism that may be 
leveled against the profiles constructed for Studies 2 and 3 is that the bad boy still 
retained adventurous, thrill-seeking, and exciting traits; however, including these 
characteristics made the profiles more realistic, and including them in the hero 
description gave women an even more attractive option to consider—if they showed any 
increased interest in the bad boy it would have been in spite of his faults, not solely 
because of his virtues.  On the other hand, in order to determine the relative importance 
of the social dominance versus exciting characteristics, future research will need to 
investigate those qualities independently.  Some other potential shortcomings of Studies 2 
and 3 were the methods used to estimate menstrual cycle phase and pubertal timing, the 
method used to recruit participants (i.e., MTurk), the fact that the profiles used in the 
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studies were overt descriptions and contained pictures of men who also appeared to be 
Caucasian, and that the participants were mostly Caucasian. 
As Pillsworth, Haselton, and Buss (2004) note, using physiological measures is 
the most accurate method of determining menstrual cycle phase or fertility; however, 
because these measures can be time consuming for participants (e.g., requiring multiple 
visits to the laboratory) and more invasive (e.g., requiring the provision of urine 
samples), there is a tradeoff between accuracy and the sample size one can attain for a 
study.  I opted to recruit a larger number of participants so as to sample a broader range 
of the other predictor variables (i.e., attachment, self-esteem, and sociosexual 
orientation), but this may have had a detrimental effect on the examination of the 
relationship between menstrual cycle phase and interest in the profiles in Study 2.  
Similarly, while the items used to assess pubertal timing were adapted from a well-
validated and reliable self-report measure (the PDS; Petersen et al., 1988), there is some 
evidence that the stability of individuals’ self-reports of these events over time is fair (but 
not good or excellent; Cance, Ennett, Morgan-Lopez, & Foshee, 2012); however, 
obtaining a more accurate measurement would only be possible in a longitudinal study 
that had assessed pubertal timing at a much earlier time point.   
Also, although I took measures to prevent individuals from participating in all 
three studies or participating in a single study multiple times, and excluded participants 
who responded falsely or carelessly, one may still be critical of the fact that the data were 
collected using MTurk.  It is possible that some individuals may have falsified their 
personal information in order to gain access to the study (e.g., through the sharing of 
screening criteria on an external site such as www.reddit.com) or that they may no longer 
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be considered naïve participants because of the large number of psychological studies 
being conducted on MTurk at present.  Therefore, one’s interpretation of the results of the 
present research must be tempered with the knowledge of the potential for error or bias.   
Furthermore, the profiles that I used in Studies 2 and 3 were explicit in their 
descriptions of the prototypical men’s personalities; a valid argument could be made that 
dating in “real life” is much more implicit—we intuit things about our dating partners as 
we interact with them and observe their behaviors, but rarely do we have their personality 
described to us explicitly.  However, I believe that this may also make at least some of 
the findings of these studies more convincing, since one would not expect any of the 
participants to reveal individual differences in their attraction.  For example, one would 
not expect women to exhibit anything but the highest level of attraction to a prototypical 
man whose profile explicitly describes him favorably in the whole gamut of positive 
personality traits, yet, some differences in attraction were revealed.  Nevertheless, these 
studies, like all others, will need to be replicated in order to validate their findings. 
Finally, I employed the images used in Studies 2 and 3 with the intention that they 
would be closely matched in attractiveness, regardless of the participants viewing them, 
and that they would not contribute any confounds to the studies.  That said, and even 
though the statistical analyses controlled for whether the participants were Caucasian or 
not and the order of presentation of the images was randomized, the results of these 
studies may not be representative of heterosexual women of other races or ethnicities.  
Future research should explore these issues more directly, perhaps recruiting a more 
diverse sample of participants or using a more diverse set of stimuli or both. 
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 Overall, one might also argue that, given how pervasive the lay theory is, and 
given that there was not an abundance of associations between the variables investigated 
and greater attraction to bad boys, either the lay theory is incorrect, or the factors in this 
study are unlikely to be solely responsible. Further research will need to further examine 
additional conditions under which women are attracted (or not) to bad boys. Non-
conscious factors may also be at play; for example, perhaps bad boys know how to make 
themselves look more attractive (Holtzman & Strube, 2013), or perhaps the taboo 
surrounding them makes them seem more attractive (DeWall, Maner, Deckman, & 
Rouby, 2011). 
Conclusion 
 Overall, this research provides some evidence that women’s individual 
differences contribute to the likelihood that they will choose a less than ideal mate (or 
avoid an ideal one) and that alterations in their state of mind can influence their choices 
as well.  It is encouraging, however, that the bad boy was not the most attractive option in 
these studies.  Generally speaking, nice guys do not finish last and bad boys do not finish 
first, but if you devalue an ideal mate or overvalue a less than ideal one, the race will be 
closer. 
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Table 1.  Women’s ratings of prototypical partners’ traits 
 
Note.  Means with different subscripts differ at p < .05.  Standard deviations are in 
parentheses.  
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
Dominance
Assertive 5.87a  (0.96) 6.00a  (0.80) 2.59b  (1.70) 3.09b  (1.24)
Confident 5.87a  (1.31) 6.30a  (0.82) 2.41b  (1.68) 4.35c  (1.28)
Controlling 5.39a  (1.26) 3.70b  (1.71) 3.55b  (1.80) 1.59c  (0.86)
Persuasive 5.65a  (1.33) 5.33a  (1.11) 2.59b  (1.72) 3.06b  (1.13)
Powerful 4.97a  (1.56) 6.22a  (0.97) 1.93b  (1.36) 3.21c  (1.10)
Takes charge 5.42a  (1.21) 6.37a  (0.69) 2.17b  (1.54) 3.26b  (1.14)
Supportiveness
Caring 2.97a  (1.45) 5.88b  (1.07) 2.31a  (1.23) 6.35b  (0.73)
Compassionate 2.52a  (1.48) 5.65b  (1.41) 2.24a  (1.38) 6.00b  (0.92)
Conscientious 2.35a  (1.56) 5.48b  (1.34) 2.31a  (1.67) 5.82b  (0.81)
Dependable 2.16a  (1.29) 6.19b  (1.11) 1.97a  (1.32) 6.26b  (0.71)
Helpful 2.61a  (1.33) 6.59b  (0.69) 2.21a  (1.29) 6.29b  (0.76)
Reliable 2.19a  (1.25) 6.07b  (1.04) 1.93a  (1.49) 6.32b  (0.64)
Responsible 2.16a  (1.24) 5.89b  (1.09) 2.10a  (1.57) 6.12b  (0.59)
Supportive 2.39a  (1.20) 5.41b  (1.37) 2.10a  (1.24) 6.35b  (0.69)
Rebelliousness
Dutiful 2.39a  (1.28) 5.67b  (1.57) 2.21a  (1.35) 5.65b  (1.13)
Moralistic 2.23a  (1.41) 5.81b  (1.27) 2.45a  (1.38) 5.68b  (1.07)
Rule-breaking 6.39a  (0.76) 3.56b  (1.70) 3.55b  (2.13) 1.82c  (1.00)
Sensation seeking
Adventurous 6.29a  (0.90) 5.96a  (1.19) 2.17b  (1.31) 3.29b  (1.38)
Exciting 5.84a  (1.27) 5.93a  (1.11) 1.93b  (1.28) 3.76c  (1.15)
Spontaneous 6.32a  (0.87) 4.85ac (1.73) 2.69b  (1.82) 3.50bc (1.33)
Thrill-seeking 6.42a  (0.77) 5.30a  (1.38) 2.86b  (1.85) 2.62b  (1.13)
Charm
Charming 5.10ac (1.45) 5.89a  (0.93) 2.28b  (1.49) 4.59c  (1.60)
Smooth-talking 6.10a  (1.01) 4.85a  (1.77) 2.72b  (1.81) 2.74b  (1.33)
Independence
Aloof 4.97a  (1.58) 2.85b  (1.51) 4.10ab (2.01) 2.62b  (1.46)
Independent 5.55ac (1.41) 6.15a  (1.10) 2.10b  (1.29) 4.62c  (1.18)
Self-reliant 5.06a  (1.32) 6.30b  (0.82) 2.10c  (1.24) 5.09a  (1.22)
Physical attractiveness
Good-looking 5.65ac (1.38) 5.96a  (1.09) 1.93b  (1.13) 4.62c  (1.05)
Handsome 5.29ac (1.35) 5.96a  (1.09) 1.69b  (1.07) 4.56c  (1.35)
Hot 5.58a  (1.36) 5.59a  (1.01) 1.76b  (1.22) 3.44c  (1.44)
Sexy 5.58a  (1.34) 5.81a  (0.98) 1.59b  (1.09) 3.71c  (1.51)
Prototype
61 
Table 2.  Factor loadings of the six attraction rating items with two higher-order factors 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 
How interested would you be in dating this person? .96 .52 
How interested would you be in 'hooking up'? .54 .97 
How interested would you be in having casual sex with this person? .45 .98 
How interested would you be in this person as a long term relationship 
partner? .98 .48 
How interested would you be in this person as a husband or life partner? .98 .44 
To what extent would you consider this person to be your 'type'? .94 .49 
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Table 3.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from adult attachment, sociosexual 
orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the bad boy as the reference 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 2.87
(.26)
11.01***
(1440.56)
[2.36 , 3.38] 1.67
(.31)
5.46***
(1191.37)
[1.07 , 2.27] -.55
(.29)
-1.91†
(1398.88)
[-1.11 , .01] .61
(.29)
2.12*
(1399.11)
[.05 , 1.17]
Anxiety .15
(.09)
1.59
(1440.56)
[-.03 , .33] -.21
(.11)
-1.93†
(1191.37)
[-.43 , .00] .11
(.10)
1.05
(1398.88)
[-.09 , .31] -.17
(.10)
-1.71†
(1399.04)
[-.38 , .03]
Avoidance .02
(.09)
.17
(1440.56)
[-.17 , .20] -.27
(.11)
-2.42*
(1191.37)
[-.49 , -.05] .06
(.10)
.61
(1398.88)
[-.14 , .27] -.07
(.10)
-.63
(1399.27)
[-.27 , .14]
SOI 5.72
(.41)
14.11***
(1440.56)
[4.92 , 6.51] .39
(.48)
.82
(1191.37)
[-.55 , 1.32] -2.40
(.44)
-5.41***
(1398.88)
[-3.27 , -1.53] -.34
(.44)
-.76
(1398.90)
[-1.21 , .54]
Self-esteem -.33
(.18)
-1.82†
(1440.56)
[-.68 , .03] .40
(.21)
1.92†
(1191.37)
[-.01 , .81] .30
(.20)
1.51
(1398.88)
[-.09 , .68] .52
(.20)
2.64**
(1399.24)
[.13 , .90]
Age -.10
(.02)
-4.11***
(1440.56)
[-.14 , -.05] .04
(.03)
1.51
(1191.37)
[-.01 , .10] .05
(.03)
1.81†
(1398.88)
[.00 , .10] .06
(.03)
2.17*
(1399.07)
[.01 , .11]
Relationship .02
(.25)
.07
(1440.56)
[-.48 , .51] .05
(.30)
.15
(1191.37)
[-.53 , .63] -.32
(.28)
-1.16
(1398.88)
[-.86 , .22] -.32
(.28)
-1.17
(1399.20)
[-.86 , .22]
Birth control -.13
(.21)
-.62
(1440.56)
[-.55 , .29] .02
(.25)
.09
(1191.37)
[-.47 , .52] -.14
(.24)
-.61
(1398.88)
[-.60 , .32] .45
(.24)
1.92†
(1399.17)
[-.01 , .91]
Income .07
(.04)
1.68†
(1440.56)
[-.01 , .16] .08
(.05)
1.63
(1191.37)
[-.02 , .18] .02
(.05)
.49
(1398.88)
[-.07 , .12] .02
(.05)
.35
(1399.11)
[-.08 , .11]
Race .37
(.24)
1.55
(1440.56)
[-.10 , .83] -.58
(.28)
-2.08*
(1191.37)
[-1.13 , -.03] -.58
(.26)
-2.23*
(1398.88)
[-1.09 , -.07] -.45
(.26)
-1.75†
(1398.93)
[-.97 , .06]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 4.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from adult attachment, sociosexual 
orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the hero as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 4.54
(.27)
17.00***
(1718.61)
[4.02 , 5.07] -1.67
(.30)
-5.66***
(1871.16)
[-2.25 , -1.09] -2.22
(.30)
-7.51***
(1871.16)
[-2.80 , -1.64] -1.06
(.30)
-3.60***
(1871.38)
[-1.64 , -.48]
Anxiety -.06
(.10)
-.66
(1718.61)
[-.25 , .12] .21
(.11)
2.00*
(1871.16)
[.00 , .42] .32
(.11)
3.02**
(1871.16)
[.11 , .53] .04
(.11)
.35
(1871.32)
[-.17 , .24]
Avoidance -.25
(.10)
-2.60**
(1718.61)
[-.44 , -.06] .27
(.11)
2.50*
(1871.16)
[.06 , .48] .33
(.11)
3.10**
(1871.16)
[.12 , .54] .20
(.11)
1.89†
(1871.54)
[-.01 , .41]
SOI 6.10
(.42)
14.70***
(1718.61)
[5.29 , 6.92] -.39
(.46)
-.84
(1871.16)
[-1.29 , .51] -2.79
(.46)
-6.07***
(1871.16)
[-3.69 , -1.89] -.72
(.46)
-1.58
(1871.19)
[-1.62 , .18]
Self-esteem .08
(.18)
.43
(1718.61)
[-.28 , .44] -.40
(.20)
-1.99*
(1871.16)
[-.80 , -.01] -.11
(.20)
-.53
(1871.16)
[-.50 , .29] .11
(.20)
.56
(1871.52)
[-.28 , .51]
Age -.05
(.02)
-2.27*
(1718.61)
[-.10 , -.01] -.04
(.03)
-1.57
(1871.16)
[-.09 , .01] .00
(.03)
.18
(1871.16)
[-.05 , .06] .01
(.03)
.53
(1871.35)
[-.04 , .07]
Relationship .06
(.26)
.24
(1718.61)
[-.44 , .57] -.05
(.29)
-.16
(1871.16)
[-.61 , .51] -.37
(.29)
-1.28
(1871.16)
[-.93 , .19] -.37
(.29)
-1.29
(1871.48)
[-.93 , .19]
Birth control -.11
(.22)
-.51
(1718.61)
[-.54 , .32] -.02
(.24)
-.09
(1871.16)
[-.50 , .45] -.16
(.24)
-.68
(1871.16)
[-.64 , .31] .43
(.24)
1.77†
(1871.45)
[-.05 , .91]
Income .16
(.04)
3.51***
(1718.61)
[.07 , .24] -.08
(.05)
-1.69†
(1871.16)
[-.18 , .01] -.06
(.05)
-1.21
(1871.16)
[-.16 , .04] -.07
(.05)
-1.35
(1871.39)
[-.16 , .03]
Race -.21
(.24)
-.87
(1718.61)
[-.69 , .26] .58
(.27)
2.16*
(1871.16)
[.05 , 1.11] .00
(.27)
.00
(1871.16)
[-.53 , .53] .13
(.27)
.47
(1871.22)
[-.40 , .65]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 5.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from adult attachment, sociosexual 
orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the loser as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 2.32
(.26)
9.07***
(1125.47)
[1.82 , 2.83] .55
(.29)
1.89†
(1157.52)
[-.02 , 1.11] 2.22
(.30)
7.31***
(1078.77)
[1.62 , 2.81] 1.15
(.28)
4.14***
(871.51)
[.61 , 1.70]
Anxiety .26
(.09)
2.79**
(1125.47)
[.08 , .44] -.11
(.10)
-1.04
(1157.52)
[-.31 , .10] -.32
(.11)
-2.94**
(1078.77)
[-.53 , -.11] -.28
(.10)
-2.83**
(871.45)
[-.48 , -.09]
Avoidance .08
(.09)
.86
(1125.47)
[-.10 , .26] -.06
(.10)
-.60
(1157.52)
[-.27 , .14] -.33
(.11)
-3.02**
(1078.77)
[-.55 , -.12] -.13
(.10)
-1.27
(871.65)
[-.33 , .07]
SOI 3.31
(.40)
8.32***
(1125.47)
[2.53 , 4.10] 2.40
(.45)
5.34***
(1157.52)
[1.52 , 3.29] 2.79
(.47)
5.92***
(1078.77)
[1.87 , 3.72] 2.07
(.43)
4.77***
(871.33)
[1.22 , 2.92]
Self-esteem -.03
(.18)
-.17
(1125.47)
[-.37 , .32] -.30
(.20)
-1.49
(1157.52)
[-.69 , .09] .11
(.21)
.52
(1078.77)
[-.30 , .52] .22
(.19)
1.16
(871.63)
[-.15 , .60]
Age -.05
(.02)
-2.16*
(1125.47)
[-.09 , .00] -.05
(.03)
-1.79†
(1157.52)
[-.10 , .00] .00
(.03)
-.18
(1078.77)
[-.06 , .05] .01
(.02)
.37
(871.48)
[-.04 , .06]
Relationship -.30
(.25)
-1.22
(1125.47)
[-.79 , .18] .32
(.28)
1.15
(1157.52)
[-.23 , .87] .37
(.29)
1.25
(1078.77)
[-.21 , .94] .00
(.27)
-.01
(871.59)
[-.53 , .53]
Birth control -.28
(.21)
-1.31
(1125.47)
[-.69 , .14] .14
(.24)
.60
(1157.52)
[-.32 , .61] .16
(.25)
.66
(1078.77)
[-.32 , .65] .59
(.23)
2.59**
(871.56)
[.14 , 1.04]
Income .10
(.04)
2.26*
(1125.47)
[.01 , .18] -.02
(.05)
-.49
(1157.52)
[-.12 , .07] .06
(.05)
1.18
(1078.77)
[-.04 , .16] -.01
(.05)
-.15
(871.51)
[-.10 , .08]
Race -.21
(.23)
-.91
(1125.47)
[-.67 , .25] .58
(.26)
2.20*
(1157.52)
[.06 , 1.10] .00
(.28)
.00
(1078.77)
[-.54 , .54] .13
(.25)
.50
(871.36)
[-.37 , .62]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 6.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from adult attachment, sociosexual 
orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the nice guy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 3.48
(.26)
13.56***
(1126.05)
[2.97 , 3.98] -.61
(.29)
-2.10*
(1158.28)
[-1.18 , -.04] 1.06
(.30)
3.51***
(1079.47)
[.47 , 1.66] -1.15
(.28)
-4.14***
(871.51)
[-1.70 , -.61]
Anxiety -.03
(.09)
-.28
(1125.89)
[-.21 , .15] .17
(.10)
1.68†
(1158.07)
[-.03 , .38] -.04
(.11)
-.34
(1079.28)
[-.25 , .18] .28
(.10)
2.83**
(871.45)
[.09 , .48]
Avoidance -.05
(.09)
-.53
(1126.47)
[-.23 , .13] .07
(.10)
.62
(1158.82)
[-.14 , .27] -.20
(.11)
-1.84†
(1079.98)
[-.42 , .01] .13
(.10)
1.27
(871.65)
[-.07 , .33]
SOI 5.38
(.40)
13.51***
(1125.53)
[4.60 , 6.16] .34
(.45)
.75
(1157.60)
[-.55 , 1.22] .72
(.47)
1.53
(1078.84)
[-.20 , 1.65] -2.07
(.43)
-4.77***
(871.33)
[-2.92 , -1.22]
Self-esteem .19
(.18)
1.09
(1126.40)
[-.15 , .54] -.52
(.20)
-2.60**
(1158.73)
[-.91 , -.13] -.11
(.21)
-.55
(1079.90)
[-.52 , .29] -.22
(.19)
-1.16
(871.63)
[-.60 , .15]
Age -.04
(.02)
-1.76†
(1125.96)
[-.09 , .00] -.06
(.03)
-2.14*
(1158.16)
[-.11 , .00] -.01
(.03)
-.51
(1079.36)
[-.07 , .04] -.01
(.02)
-.37
(871.48)
[-.06 , .04]
Relationship -.31
(.25)
-1.23
(1126.30)
[-.79 , .18] .32
(.28)
1.15
(1158.60)
[-.23 , .87] .37
(.29)
1.26
(1079.78)
[-.21 , .94] .00
(.27)
.01
(871.59)
[-.53 , .53]
Birth control .32
(.21)
1.51
(1126.22)
[-.10 , .73] -.45
(.24)
-1.90†
(1158.49)
[-.92 , .02] -.43
(.25)
-1.72†
(1079.67)
[-.92 , .06] -.59
(.23)
-2.59**
(871.56)
[-1.04 , -.14]
Income .09
(.04)
2.10*
(1126.06)
[.01 , .17] -.02
(.05)
-.34
(1158.29)
[-.11 , .08] .07
(.05)
1.32
(1079.48)
[-.03 , .17] .01
(.05)
.15
(871.51)
[-.08 , .10]
Race -.09
(.23)
-.37
(1125.61)
[-.54 , .37] .45
(.26)
1.72†
(1157.71)
[-.06 , .97] -.13
(.28)
-.46
(1078.94)
[-.67 , .42] -.13
(.25)
-.50
(871.36)
[-.62 , .37]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 7.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from pubertal timing and menstrual 
cycle, using the bad boy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 1.68
(.51)
3.29**
(350.81)
[.68 , 2.68] 2.01
(.55)
3.68***
(323.77)
[.94 , 3.08] .29
(.51)
.58
(381.91)
[-.70 , 1.29] 1.53
(.51)
3.02**
(381.91)
[.53 , 2.53]
Pubertal t iming -.40
(.22)
-1.84†
(350.81)
[-.83 , .03] -.04
(.23)
-.19
(323.77)
[-.50 , .41] .39
(.22)
1.78†
(381.91)
[-.04 , .81] -.03
(.22)
-.12
(381.91)
[-.45 , .40]
Menstrual cycle 1.02
(.42)
2.43*
(350.81)
[.19 , 1.85] -.01
(.45)
-.01
(323.77)
[-.89 , .88] -.18
(.42)
-.42
(381.91)
[-1.00 , .65] -.27
(.42)
-.65
(381.91)
[-1.10 , .55]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
.47
(.31)
1.53
(350.81)
[-.14 , 1.08] -.01
(.33)
-.04
(323.77)
[-.67 , .64] -.65
(.31)
-2.10*
(381.91)
[-1.25 , -.04] -.20
(.31)
-.66
(381.91)
[-.81 , .40]
Age -.08
(.05)
-1.67†
(350.81)
[-.18 , .01] .10
(.05)
1.87†
(323.77)
[.00 , .20] .05
(.05)
.95
(381.91)
[-.05 , .14] .14
(.05)
2.80**
(381.91)
[.04 , .23]
Relationship -.10
(.45)
-.23
(350.81)
[-1.00 , .79] -.10
(.49)
-.20
(323.77)
[-1.06 , .86] -.79
(.45)
-1.75†
(381.91)
[-1.68 , .10] -.51
(.45)
-1.13
(381.91)
[-1.40 , .38]
Income .20
(.12)
1.69†
(350.81)
[-.03 , .43] .14
(.13)
1.10
(323.77)
[-.11 , .38] -.06
(.12)
-.52
(381.91)
[-.29 , .17] -.01
(.12)
-.10
(381.91)
[-.24 , .22]
Race 1.11
(.47)
2.38*
(350.81)
[.19 , 2.03] -.91
(.50)
-1.81†
(323.77)
[-1.89 , .08] -.95
(.47)
-2.03*
(381.91)
[-1.86 , -.03] -1.13
(.47)
-2.43*
(381.91)
[-2.05 , -.22]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
67 
Table 8.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from pubertal timing and menstrual 
cycle, using the hero as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 3.69
(.52)
7.08***
(401.72)
[2.66 , 4.71] -2.01
(.53)
-3.82***
(519.00)
[-3.04 , -.98] -1.72
(.53)
-3.27**
(519.00)
[-2.75 , -.68] -.48
(.53)
-.91
(519.00)
[-1.51 , .55]
Pubertal t iming -.45
(.22)
-2.00*
(401.72)
[-.88 , -.01] .04
(.22)
.20
(519.00)
[-.40 , .49] .43
(.22)
1.91†
(519.00)
[-.01 , .87] .02
(.22)
.08
(519.00)
[-.42 , .46]
Menstrual cycle 1.02
(.43)
2.36*
(401.72)
[.17 , 1.86] .01
(.43)
.01
(519.00)
[-.85 , .86] -.17
(.43)
-.39
(519.00)
[-1.02 , .68] -.27
(.43)
-.61
(519.00)
[-1.12 , .59]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
.46
(.32)
1.45
(401.72)
[-.16 , 1.08] .01
(.32)
.04
(519.00)
[-.61 , .64] -.64
(.32)
-1.99*
(519.00)
[-1.26 , -.01] -.19
(.32)
-.60
(519.00)
[-.82 , .44]
Age .02
(.05)
.34
(401.72)
[-.08 , .11] -.10
(.05)
-1.95†
(519.00)
[-.20 , .00] -.05
(.05)
-1.03
(519.00)
[-.15 , .05] .04
(.05)
.76
(519.00)
[-.06 , .14]
Relationship -.20
(.46)
-.43
(401.72)
[-1.12 , .71] .10
(.47)
.21
(519.00)
[-.82 , 1.02] -.70
(.47)
-1.48
(519.00)
[-1.62 , .23] -.41
(.47)
-.88
(519.00)
[-1.34 , .51]
Income .34
(.12)
2.81**
(401.72)
[.10 , .57] -.14
(.12)
-1.14
(519.00)
[-.38 , .10] -.20
(.12)
-1.65
(519.00)
[-.44 , .04] -.15
(.12)
-1.24
(519.00)
[-.39 , .09]
Race .20
(.48)
.42
(401.72)
[-.74 , 1.14] .91
(.48)
1.88†
(519.00)
[-.04 , 1.85] -.04
(.48)
-.08
(519.00)
[-.99 , .91] -.22
(.48)
-.47
(519.00)
[-1.17 , .72]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 9.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from pubertal timing and menstrual 
cycle, using the loser as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 1.97
(.51)
3.87***
(350.81)
[.97 , 2.97] -.29
(.51)
-.58
(381.91)
[-1.29 , .70] 1.72
(.55)
3.14**
(323.77)
[.64 , 2.79] 1.24
(.51)
2.44*
(381.91)
[.24 , 2.24]
Pubertal t iming -.02
(.22)
-.07
(350.81)
[-.44 , .41] -.39
(.22)
-1.78†
(381.91)
[-.81 , .04] -.43
(.23)
-1.84†
(323.77)
[-.89 , .03] -.41
(.22)
-1.90†
(381.91)
[-.84 , .01]
Menstrual cycle .85
(.42)
2.01*
(350.81)
[.02 , 1.67] .18
(.42)
.42
(381.91)
[-.65 , 1.00] .17
(.45)
.38
(323.77)
[-.72 , 1.06] -.10
(.42)
-.23
(381.91)
[-.92 , .73]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
-.18
(.31)
-.57
(350.81)
[-.78 , .43] .65
(.31)
2.10*
(381.91)
[.04 , 1.25] .64
(.33)
1.92†
(323.77)
[-.02 , 1.29] .44
(.31)
1.44
(381.91)
[-.16 , 1.05]
Age -.03
(.05)
-.72
(350.81)
[-.13 , .06] -.05
(.05)
-.95
(381.91)
[-.14 , .05] .05
(.05)
.99
(323.77)
[-.05 , .15] .09
(.05)
1.85†
(381.91)
[-.01 , .18]
Relationship -.90
(.45)
-1.98*
(350.81)
[-1.79 , .00] .79
(.45)
1.75†
(381.91)
[-.10 , 1.68] .70
(.49)
1.43
(323.77)
[-.26 , 1.65] .28
(.45)
.62
(381.91)
[-.61 , 1.17]
Income .14
(.12)
1.18
(350.81)
[-.09 , .37] .06
(.12)
.52
(381.91)
[-.17 , .29] .20
(.13)
1.58
(323.77)
[-.05 , .45] .05
(.12)
.42
(381.91)
[-.18 , .28]
Race .17
(.47)
.35
(350.81)
[-.75 , 1.08] .95
(.47)
2.03*
(381.91)
[.03 , 1.86] .04
(.50)
.08
(323.77)
[-.95 , 1.02] -.19
(.47)
-.40
(381.91)
[-1.10 , .73]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 10.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from pubertal timing and menstrual 
cycle, using the nice guy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 3.21
(.51)
6.30***
(350.81)
[2.21 , 4.21] -1.53
(.51)
-3.02**
(381.91)
[-2.53 , -.53] .48
(.55)
.88
(323.77)
[-.60 , 1.55] -1.24
(.51)
-2.44*
(381.91)
[-2.24 , -.24]
Pubertal t iming -.43
(.22)
-1.96†
(350.81)
[-.85 , .00] .03
(.22)
.12
(381.91)
[-.40 , .45] -.02
(.23)
-.08
(323.77)
[-.48 , .44] .41
(.22)
1.90†
(381.91)
[-.01 , .84]
Menstrual cycle .75
(.42)
1.78†
(350.81)
[-.08 , 1.58] .27
(.42)
.65
(381.91)
[-.55 , 1.10] .27
(.45)
.59
(323.77)
[-.62 , 1.16] .10
(.42)
.23
(381.91)
[-.73 , .92]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
.27
(.31)
.87
(350.81)
[-.34 , .88] .20
(.31)
.66
(381.91)
[-.40 , .81] .19
(.33)
.58
(323.77)
[-.46 , .84] -.44
(.31)
-1.44
(381.91)
[-1.05 , .16]
Age .05
(.05)
1.13
(350.81)
[-.04 , .15] -.14
(.05)
-2.80**
(381.91)
[-.23 , -.04] -.04
(.05)
-.73
(323.77)
[-.14 , .06] -.09
(.05)
-1.85†
(381.91)
[-.18 , .01]
Relationship -.62
(.45)
-1.36
(350.81)
[-1.51 , .28] .51
(.45)
1.13
(381.91)
[-.38 , 1.40] .41
(.49)
.85
(323.77)
[-.54 , 1.37] -.28
(.45)
-.62
(381.91)
[-1.17 , .61]
Income .19
(.12)
1.59
(350.81)
[-.04 , .42] .01
(.12)
.10
(381.91)
[-.22 , .24] .15
(.13)
1.20
(323.77)
[-.10 , .40] -.05
(.12)
-.42
(381.91)
[-.28 , .18]
Race -.02
(.47)
-.05
(350.81)
[-.94 , .90] 1.13
(.47)
2.43*
(381.91)
[.22 , 2.05] .22
(.50)
.45
(323.77)
[-.76 , 1.21] .19
(.47)
.40
(381.91)
[-.73 , 1.10]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 11.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from adult attachment, 
sociosexual orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the bad boy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 1.91
(.17)
10.91***
(1210.84)
[1.56 , 2.25] 5.17
(.29)
17.56***
(980.76)
[4.59 , 5.75] -.87
(.22)
-3.96***
(755.15)
[-1.31 , -.44] 2.91
(.30)
9.87***
(953.88)
[2.33 , 3.49]
Anxiety .18
(.06)
2.89**
(1210.84)
[.06 , .30] -.05
(.11)
-.49
(980.76)
[-.26 , .16] -.12
(.08)
-1.48
(755.15)
[-.27 , .04] -.08
(.11)
-.76
(953.88)
[-.29 , .13]
Avoidance .07
(.06)
1.08
(1210.84)
[-.06 , .19] -.39
(.11)
-3.64***
(980.76)
[-.60 , -.18] .01
(.08)
.18
(755.15)
[-.14 , .17] -.11
(.11)
-1.04
(953.88)
[-.32 , .10]
SOI 1.39
(.27)
5.10***
(1210.84)
[.85 , 1.92] -.45
(.46)
-.98
(980.76)
[-1.35 , .45] -1.02
(.34)
-2.98**
(755.15)
[-1.70 , -.35] -1.59
(.46)
-3.47***
(953.88)
[-2.49 , -.69]
Self-esteem -.12
(.12)
-1.01
(1210.84)
[-.36 , .11] -.12
(.20)
-.58
(980.76)
[-.51 , .28] .26
(.15)
1.71†
(755.15)
[-.04 , .56] .53
(.20)
2.61**
(953.88)
[.13 , .92]
Age -.04
(.02)
-2.71**
(1210.84)
[-.07 , -.01] .03
(.03)
1.14
(980.76)
[-.02 , .08] .01
(.02)
.65
(755.15)
[-.03 , .05] .04
(.03)
1.37
(953.88)
[-.02 , .09]
Relationship -.42
(.17)
-2.48*
(1210.84)
[-.75 , -.09] .10
(.28)
.34
(980.76)
[-.46 , .65] .22
(.21)
1.03
(755.15)
[-.20 , .64] .14
(.28)
.48
(953.88)
[-.42 , .70]
Birth control -.34
(.14)
-2.37*
(1210.84)
[-.62 , -.06] .05
(.24)
.23
(980.76)
[-.42 , .53] .12
(.18)
.65
(755.15)
[-.24 , .47] .38
(.24)
1.57
(953.88)
[-.10 , .86]
Income .04
(.03)
1.49
(1210.84)
[-.01 , .10] .02
(.05)
.40
(980.76)
[-.08 , .12] .03
(.04)
.72
(755.15)
[-.05 , .10] .05
(.05)
.98
(953.88)
[-.05 , .14]
Race .38
(.16)
2.37*
(1210.84)
[.06 , .69] -.42
(.27)
-1.56
(980.76)
[-.94 , .11] -.26
(.20)
-1.30
(755.15)
[-.66 , .13] -.34
(.27)
-1.25
(953.88)
[-.86 , .19]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 12.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from adult attachment, 
sociosexual orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the hero as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 7.07
(.21)
34.04***
(1800.53)
[6.67 , 7.48] -5.17
(.27)
-18.89***
(1435.20)
[-5.70 , -4.63] -6.04
(.27)
-22.09***
(1435.20)
[-6.58 , -5.51] -2.26
(.31)
-7.18***
(1167.79)
[-2.87 , -1.64]
Anxiety .13
(.07)
1.74†
(1800.53)
[-.02 , .28] .05
(.10)
.52
(1435.20)
[-.14 , .24] -.07
(.10)
-.67
(1435.20)
[-.26 , .13] -.03
(.11)
-.26
(1167.79)
[-.25 , .19]
Avoidance -.32
(.08)
-4.25***
(1800.53)
[-.47 , -.17] .39
(.10)
3.92***
(1435.20)
[.19 , .58] .40
(.10)
4.07***
(1435.20)
[.21 , .60] .28
(.11)
2.44*
(1167.79)
[.05 , .50]
SOI .94
(.32)
2.90**
(1800.53)
[.30 , 1.57] .45
(.43)
1.05
(1435.20)
[-.39 , 1.28] -.57
(.43)
-1.35
(1435.20)
[-1.41 , .26] -1.15
(.49)
-2.35*
(1167.79)
[-2.10 , -.19]
Self-esteem -.24
(.14)
-1.66†
(1800.53)
[-.52 , .04] .12
(.19)
.62
(1435.20)
[-.25 , .48] .38
(.19)
2.00*
(1435.20)
[.01 , .74] .64
(.22)
2.99**
(1167.79)
[.22 , 1.07]
Age -.01
(.02)
-.67
(1800.53)
[-.05 , .02] -.03
(.02)
-1.22
(1435.20)
[-.08 , .02] -.02
(.02)
-.70
(1435.20)
[-.07 , .03] .01
(.03)
.22
(1167.79)
[-.05 , .06]
Relationship -.32
(.20)
-1.61
(1800.53)
[-.72 , .07] -.10
(.26)
-.36
(1435.20)
[-.61 , .42] .12
(.26)
.47
(1435.20)
[-.39 , .64] .04
(.30)
.14
(1167.79)
[-.55 , .64]
Birth control -.29
(.17)
-1.67†
(1800.53)
[-.62 , .05] -.05
(.22)
-.24
(1435.20)
[-.50 , .39] .06
(.22)
.28
(1435.20)
[-.38 , .50] .33
(.26)
1.26
(1167.79)
[-.18 , .83]
Income .06
(.03)
1.81†
(1800.53)
[-.01 , .13] -.02
(.05)
-.43
(1435.20)
[-.11 , .07] .01
(.05)
.15
(1435.20)
[-.08 , .10] .03
(.05)
.55
(1167.79)
[-.07 , .13]
Race -.04
(.19)
-.21
(1800.53)
[-.41 , .33] .42
(.25)
1.68†
(1435.20)
[-.07 , .91] .16
(.25)
.63
(1435.20)
[-.33 , .65] .08
(.29)
.28
(1167.79)
[-.48 , .64]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 13.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from adult attachment, 
sociosexual orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the loser as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 1.03
(.16)
6.50***
(630.97)
[.72 , 1.34] .87
(.22)
3.95***
(736.74)
[.44 , 1.31] 6.04
(.29)
21.05***
(868.33)
[5.48 , 6.61] 3.79
(.29)
13.21***
(825.31)
[3.22 , 4.35]
Anxiety .06
(.06)
1.12
(630.97)
[-.05 , .18] .12
(.08)
1.48
(736.74)
[-.04 , .27] .07
(.10)
.64
(868.33)
[-.14 , .27] .04
(.10)
.36
(825.31)
[-.16 , .24]
Avoidance .08
(.06)
1.45
(630.97)
[-.03 , .20] -.01
(.08)
-.18
(736.74)
[-.17 , .14] -.40
(.10)
-3.88***
(868.33)
[-.61 , -.20] -.13
(.10)
-1.21
(825.31)
[-.33 , .08]
SOI .36
(.25)
1.47
(630.97)
[-.12 , .85] 1.02
(.34)
2.97**
(736.74)
[.35 , 1.70] .57
(.45)
1.29
(868.33)
[-.30 , 1.45] -.57
(.45)
-1.28
(825.31)
[-1.45 , .30]
Self-esteem .14
(.11)
1.27
(630.97)
[-.08 , .35] -.26
(.15)
-1.71†
(736.74)
[-.56 , .04] -.38
(.20)
-1.91†
(868.33)
[-.76 , .01] .27
(.20)
1.37
(825.31)
[-.12 , .65]
Age -.03
(.01)
-2.08*
(630.97)
[-.06 , .00] -.01
(.02)
-.65
(736.74)
[-.05 , .03] .02
(.03)
.66
(868.33)
[-.03 , .07] .02
(.03)
.91
(825.31)
[-.03 , .07]
Relationship -.20
(.15)
-1.30
(630.97)
[-.50 , .10] -.22
(.21)
-1.02
(736.74)
[-.64 , .20] -.12
(.28)
-.45
(868.33)
[-.67 , .42] -.08
(.28)
-.29
(825.31)
[-.62 , .46]
Birth control -.22
(.13)
-1.70†
(630.97)
[-.48 , .03] -.12
(.18)
-.65
(736.74)
[-.48 , .24] -.06
(.24)
-.27
(868.33)
[-.53 , .40] .26
(.24)
1.11
(825.31)
[-.20 , .72]
Income .07
(.03)
2.63**
(630.97)
[.02 , .12] -.03
(.04)
-.72
(736.74)
[-.10 , .05] -.01
(.05)
-.14
(868.33)
[-.10 , .09] .02
(.05)
.46
(825.31)
[-.07 , .12]
Race .12
(.14)
.80
(630.97)
[-.17 , .40] .26
(.20)
1.29
(736.74)
[-.14 , .66] -.16
(.26)
-.60
(868.33)
[-.67 , .36] -.08
(.26)
-.29
(825.31)
[-.59 , .44]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 14.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from adult attachment, 
sociosexual orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the nice guy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 4.82
(.21)
23.06***
(1813.59)
[4.41 , 5.23] -2.91
(.27)
-10.65***
(1386.72)
[-3.45 , -2.37] 2.26
(.31)
7.23***
(1203.03)
[1.64 , 2.87] -3.79
(.27)
-13.85***
(1386.72)
[-4.32 , -3.25]
Anxiety .10
(.07)
1.34
(1813.59)
[-.05 , .25] .08
(.10)
.82
(1386.72)
[-.11 , .27] .03
(.11)
.26
(1203.03)
[-.19 , .25] -.04
(.10)
-.38
(1386.72)
[-.23 , .16]
Avoidance -.04
(.08)
-.56
(1813.59)
[-.19 , .11] .11
(.10)
1.12
(1386.72)
[-.08 , .31] -.28
(.11)
-2.45*
(1203.03)
[-.50 , -.06] .13
(.10)
1.27
(1386.72)
[-.07 , .32]
SOI -.21
(.32)
-.64
(1813.59)
[-.84 , .43] 1.59
(.42)
3.75***
(1386.72)
[.76 , 2.43] 1.15
(.49)
2.36*
(1203.03)
[.19 , 2.10] .57
(.42)
1.34
(1386.72)
[-.26 , 1.40]
Self-esteem .41
(.14)
2.85**
(1813.59)
[.13 , .69] -.53
(.19)
-2.82**
(1386.72)
[-.90 , -.16] -.64
(.21)
-3.01**
(1203.03)
[-1.06 , -.22] -.27
(.19)
-1.43
(1386.72)
[-.64 , .10]
Age -.01
(.02)
-.33
(1813.59)
[-.04 , .03] -.04
(.02)
-1.48
(1386.72)
[-.08 , .01] -.01
(.03)
-.22
(1203.03)
[-.06 , .05] -.02
(.02)
-.95
(1386.72)
[-.07 , .02]
Relationship -.28
(.20)
-1.39
(1813.59)
[-.68 , .11] -.14
(.26)
-.52
(1386.72)
[-.66 , .38] -.04
(.30)
-.14
(1203.03)
[-.63 , .55] .08
(.26)
.31
(1386.72)
[-.44 , .60]
Birth control .04
(.17)
.23
(1813.59)
[-.30 , .38] -.38
(.22)
-1.69†
(1386.72)
[-.82 , .06] -.33
(.26)
-1.27
(1203.03)
[-.83 , .18] -.26
(.22)
-1.17
(1386.72)
[-.70 , .18]
Income .09
(.03)
2.63**
(1813.59)
[.02 , .16] -.05
(.05)
-1.06
(1386.72)
[-.14 , .04] -.03
(.05)
-.55
(1203.03)
[-.13 , .07] -.02
(.05)
-.48
(1386.72)
[-.11 , .07]
Race .04
(.19)
.21
(1813.59)
[-.33 , .41] .34
(.25)
1.35
(1386.72)
[-.15 , .83] -.08
(.28)
-.28
(1203.03)
[-.64 , .48] .08
(.25)
.31
(1386.72)
[-.41 , .57]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 15.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from pubertal timing and 
menstrual cycle, using the bad boy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) .87
(.28)
3.08**
(340.82)
[.31 , 1.43] 5.41
(.52)
10.44***
(256.00)
[4.39 , 6.43] -.12
(.36)
-.34
(180.48)
[-.83 , .58] 4.10
(.53)
7.79***
(249.68)
[3.06 , 5.14]
Pubertal t iming -.01
(.12)
-.07
(340.82)
[-.25 , .23] .01
(.22)
.03
(256.00)
[-.43 , .44] .06
(.15)
.42
(180.48)
[-.24 , .36] -.08
(.22)
-.35
(249.68)
[-.52 , .37]
Menstrual cycle .72
(.23)
3.07**
(340.82)
[.26 , 1.18] -.69
(.43)
-1.61
(256.00)
[-1.53 , .15] -.17
(.30)
-.57
(180.48)
[-.75 , .41] -1.16
(.44)
-2.66**
(249.68)
[-2.02 , -.30]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
-.12
(.17)
-.71
(340.82)
[-.46 , .22] .09
(.31)
.28
(256.00)
[-.53 , .71] -.16
(.22)
-.73
(180.48)
[-.59 , .27] -.10
(.32)
-.32
(249.68)
[-.73 , .53]
Age -.07
(.03)
-2.71**
(340.82)
[-.13 , -.02] .08
(.05)
1.63
(256.00)
[-.02 , .18] .05
(.03)
1.38
(180.48)
[-.02 , .11] .05
(.05)
1.06
(249.68)
[-.05 , .15]
Relationship -.70
(.25)
-2.78**
(340.82)
[-1.20 , -.21] .93
(.46)
2.02*
(256.00)
[.02 , 1.84] .31
(.32)
.96
(180.48)
[-.32 , .94] .75
(.47)
1.59
(249.68)
[-.18 , 1.67]
Income .08
(.06)
1.27
(340.82)
[-.05 , .21] .15
(.12)
1.24
(256.00)
[-.09 , .38] -.08
(.08)
-1.00
(180.48)
[-.24 , .08] -.03
(.12)
-.23
(249.68)
[-.27 , .21]
Race 1.28
(.26)
4.92***
(340.82)
[.77 , 1.79] -.75
(.48)
-1.58
(256.00)
[-1.69 , .18] -1.00
(.33)
-3.05**
(180.48)
[-1.65 , -.35] -1.25
(.48)
-2.59*
(249.68)
[-2.20 , -.30]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 16.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from pubertal timing and 
menstrual cycle, using the hero as the reference 
 
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 6.28
(.35)
17.70***
(509.88)
[5.58 , 6.97] -5.41
(.48)
-11.33***
(390.80)
[-6.34 , -4.47] -5.53
(.48)
-11.58***
(390.80)
[-6.47 , -4.59] -1.31
(.57)
-2.30*
(318.97)
[-2.43 , -.19]
Pubertal t iming .00
(.15)
-.02
(509.88)
[-.30 , .30] -.01
(.20)
-.03
(390.80)
[-.41 , .40] .06
(.20)
.28
(390.80)
[-.34 , .46] -.08
(.24)
-.34
(318.97)
[-.56 , .39]
Menstrual cycle .03
(.29)
.10
(509.88)
[-.55 , .61] .69
(.39)
1.75†
(390.80)
[-.09 , 1.47] .52
(.39)
1.32
(390.80)
[-.25 , 1.30] -.47
(.47)
-1.00
(318.97)
[-1.40 , .46]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
-.03
(.22)
-.16
(509.88)
[-.46 , .39] -.09
(.29)
-.30
(390.80)
[-.66 , .48] -.25
(.29)
-.85
(390.80)
[-.82 , .32] -.19
(.35)
-.55
(318.97)
[-.87 , .49]
Age .01
(.03)
.21
(509.88)
[-.06 , .07] -.08
(.05)
-1.77†
(390.80)
[-.17 , .01] -.03
(.05)
-.73
(390.80)
[-.12 , .06] -.03
(.05)
-.50
(318.97)
[-.13 , .08]
Relationship .23
(.32)
.73
(509.88)
[-.39 , .85] -.93
(.43)
-2.19*
(390.80)
[-1.77 , -.10] -.63
(.43)
-1.47
(390.80)
[-1.46 , .21] -.19
(.51)
-.37
(318.97)
[-1.19 , .81]
Income .23
(.08)
2.82**
(509.88)
[.07 , .39] -.15
(.11)
-1.35
(390.80)
[-.36 , .07] -.23
(.11)
-2.09*
(390.80)
[-.44 , -.01] -.18
(.13)
-1.35
(318.97)
[-.43 , .08]
Race .53
(.33)
1.61
(509.88)
[-.11 , 1.16] .75
(.44)
1.72†
(390.80)
[-.11 , 1.61] -.25
(.44)
-.56
(390.80)
[-1.11 , .61] -.50
(.52)
-.95
(318.97)
[-1.52 , .53]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 17.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from pubertal timing and 
menstrual cycle, using the loser as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) .75
(.27)
2.75**
(185.81)
[.21 , 1.29] .12
(.36)
.34
(179.83)
[-.58 , .83] 5.53
(.51)
10.78***
(238.57)
[4.52 , 6.54] 4.22
(.52)
8.12***
(226.93)
[3.20 , 5.25]
Pubertal t iming .06
(.12)
.48
(185.81)
[-.17 , .29] -.06
(.15)
-.42
(179.83)
[-.36 , .24] -.06
(.22)
-.26
(238.57)
[-.49 , .37] -.14
(.22)
-.64
(226.93)
[-.58 , .30]
Menstrual cycle .55
(.23)
2.45*
(185.81)
[.11 , 1.00] .17
(.30)
.57
(179.83)
[-.41 , .75] -.52
(.42)
-1.23
(238.57)
[-1.36 , .31] -.99
(.43)
-2.31*
(226.93)
[-1.84 , -.14]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
-.28
(.17)
-1.70†
(185.81)
[-.61 , .05] .16
(.22)
.73
(179.83)
[-.27 , .59] .25
(.31)
.79
(238.57)
[-.37 , .86] .05
(.32)
.17
(226.93)
[-.57 , .68]
Age -.03
(.03)
-1.00
(185.81)
[-.08 , .03] -.05
(.03)
-1.38
(179.83)
[-.11 , .02] .03
(.05)
.68
(238.57)
[-.06 , .13] .01
(.05)
.12
(226.93)
[-.09 , .10]
Relationship -.40
(.24)
-1.63
(185.81)
[-.88 , .08] -.31
(.32)
-.96
(179.83)
[-.93 , .32] .63
(.46)
1.37
(238.57)
[-.27 , 1.53] .44
(.46)
.95
(226.93)
[-.47 , 1.35]
Income .00
(.06)
.01
(185.81)
[-.12 , .12] .08
(.08)
1.00
(179.83)
[-.08 , .24] .23
(.12)
1.95†
(238.57)
[.00 , .46] .05
(.12)
.45
(226.93)
[-.18 , .29]
Race .28
(.25)
1.11
(185.81)
[-.21 , .77] 1.00
(.33)
3.05**
(179.83)
[.35 , 1.65] .25
(.47)
.53
(238.57)
[-.68 , 1.17] -.25
(.48)
-.52
(226.93)
[-1.19 , .69]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 18.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from pubertal timing and 
menstrual cycle, using the nice guy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 4.97
(.36)
13.81***
(511.81)
[4.26 , 5.68] -4.10
(.48)
-8.49***
(383.23)
[-5.05 , -3.15] 1.31
(.56)
2.33*
(333.21)
[.20 , 2.41] -4.22
(.48)
-8.74***
(383.23)
[-5.17 , -3.27]
Pubertal t iming -.09
(.15)
-.56
(511.81)
[-.39 , .22] .08
(.21)
.38
(383.23)
[-.33 , .48] .08
(.24)
.35
(333.21)
[-.39 , .55] .14
(.21)
.69
(383.23)
[-.26 , .55]
Menstrual cycle -.44
(.30)
-1.48
(511.81)
[-1.02 , .15] 1.16
(.40)
2.90**
(383.23)
[.37 , 1.94] .47
(.46)
1.01
(333.21)
[-.44 , 1.38] .99
(.40)
2.48*
(383.23)
[.21 , 1.78]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
-.23
(.22)
-1.04
(511.81)
[-.66 , .20] .10
(.29)
.35
(383.23)
[-.47 , .68] .19
(.34)
.56
(333.21)
[-.48 , .86] -.05
(.29)
-.19
(383.23)
[-.63 , .52]
Age -.02
(.03)
-.59
(511.81)
[-.09 , .05] -.05
(.05)
-1.15
(383.23)
[-.14 , .04] .03
(.05)
.51
(333.21)
[-.08 , .13] -.01
(.05)
-.13
(383.23)
[-.10 , .08]
Relationship .04
(.32)
.13
(511.81)
[-.59 , .67] -.75
(.43)
-1.73†
(383.23)
[-1.59 , .10] .19
(.50)
.38
(333.21)
[-.80 , 1.17] -.44
(.43)
-1.02
(383.23)
[-1.29 , .41]
Income .05
(.08)
.66
(511.81)
[-.11 , .22] .03
(.11)
.25
(383.23)
[-.19 , .25] .18
(.13)
1.36
(333.21)
[-.08 , .43] -.05
(.11)
-.48
(383.23)
[-.27 , .16]
Race .03
(.33)
.09
(511.81)
[-.62 , .68] 1.25
(.44)
2.82**
(383.23)
[.38 , 2.12] .50
(.51)
.97
(333.21)
[-.52 , 1.51] .25
(.44)
.56
(383.23)
[-.62 , 1.12]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 19.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
adult attachment, sociosexual orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the bad boy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 22.23
(1.60)
13.90***
(695.41)
[19.09 , 25.37] 29.86
(1.94)
15.36***
(895.99)
[26.04 , 33.67] -3.20
(1.95)
-1.64
(705.00)
[-7.04 , .63] 31.21
(2.00)
15.61***
(915.77)
[27.29 , 35.14]
Anxiety -.29
(.57)
-.51
(695.53)
[-1.41 , .83] -.21
(.69)
-.30
(896.33)
[-1.57 , 1.15] -.27
(.70)
-.39
(705.20)
[-1.65 , 1.10] .09
(.71)
.12
(916.07)
[-1.31 , 1.48]
Avoidance .43
(.58)
.74
(695.97)
[-.71 , 1.57] -1.44
(.71)
-2.04*
(897.80)
[-2.83 , -.06] -.59
(.71)
-.83
(706.44)
[-1.99 , .81] -1.20
(.73)
-1.65†
(918.04)
[-2.62 , .23]
SOI 3.25
(2.50)
1.30
(695.90)
[-1.66 , 8.16] -3.11
(3.04)
-1.02
(897.55)
[-9.07 , 2.86] -1.43
(3.06)
-.47
(704.57)
[-7.44 , 4.57] .69
(3.13)
.22
(917.58)
[-5.45 , 6.82]
Self-esteem -.87
(1.10)
-.79
(695.42)
[-3.03 , 1.29] 2.64
(1.34)
1.98*
(895.90)
[.02 , 5.27] 1.46
(1.35)
1.09
(704.72)
[-1.18 , 4.10] 1.99
(1.38)
1.45
(915.64)
[-.71 , 4.69]
Age -.43
(.14)
-3.05**
(696.09)
[-.71 , -.15] .30
(.17)
1.74†
(897.93)
[-.04 , .64] -.08
(.17)
-.45
(705.71)
[-.42 , .26] -.02
(.18)
-.12
(918.46)
[-.37 , .33]
Relationship -2.38
(1.55)
-1.54
(695.77)
[-5.42 , .66] 4.17
(1.88)
2.22*
(897.49)
[.48 , 7.85] -.51
(1.89)
-.27
(706.51)
[-4.23 , 3.21] .62
(1.93)
.32
(917.39)
[-3.18 , 4.42]
Income .33
(.27)
1.26
(695.47)
[-.19 , .86] -.02
(.32)
-.05
(895.54)
[-.65 , .62] .31
(.33)
.96
(705.23)
[-.33 , .95] .20
(.33)
.61
(916.04)
[-.45 , .86]
Race -2.03
(1.44)
-1.41
(695.22)
[-4.85 , .79] -3.81
(1.75)
-2.18*
(895.24)
[-7.23 , -.38] 1.64
(1.76)
.94
(704.90)
[-1.81 , 5.09] -2.19
(1.80)
-1.22
(914.87)
[-5.71 , 1.34]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 20.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
adult attachment, sociosexual orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the hero as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 52.09
(1.67)
31.27***
(1273.75)
[48.82 , 55.36] -29.85
(1.94)
-15.37***
(902.61)
[-33.66 , -26.04] -33.06
(2.02)
-16.34***
(1152.94)
[-37.03 , -29.09] 1.36
(2.04)
.67
(1065.09)
[-2.64 , 5.35]
Anxiety -.50
(.59)
-.84
(1273.65)
[-1.66 , .67] .21
(.69)
.30
(902.87)
[-1.15 , 1.57] -.07
(.72)
-.10
(1149.56)
[-1.49 , 1.35] .29
(.73)
.40
(1064.95)
[-1.13 , 1.72]
Avoidance -1.01
(.60)
-1.67†
(1274.07)
[-2.20 , .18] 1.44
(.71)
2.04*
(903.90)
[.05 , 2.82] .85
(.74)
1.15
(1148.56)
[-.60 , 2.30] .24
(.74)
.33
(1065.57)
[-1.20 , 1.69]
SOI .15
(2.60)
.06
(1273.84)
[-4.95 , 5.25] 3.11
(3.04)
1.03
(903.74)
[-2.84 , 9.07] 1.67
(3.17)
.53
(1151.35)
[-4.54 , 7.89] 3.79
(3.18)
1.19
(1065.24)
[-2.44 , 10.03]
Self-esteem 1.77
(1.15)
1.54
(1273.72)
[-.48 , 4.02] -2.64
(1.34)
-1.98*
(902.57)
[-5.26 , -.02] -1.18
(1.40)
-.85
(1151.19)
[-3.92 , 1.56] -.65
(1.40)
-.47
(1065.05)
[-3.40 , 2.10]
Age -.13
(.15)
-.91
(1274.46)
[-.42 , .16] -.30
(.17)
-1.74†
(904.00)
[-.64 , .04] -.38
(.18)
-2.10*
(1150.27)
[-.73 , -.02] -.32
(.18)
-1.78†
(1066.12)
[-.68 , .03]
Relationship 1.79
(1.61)
1.11
(1273.65)
[-1.37 , 4.94] -4.17
(1.88)
-2.22*
(903.64)
[-7.86 , -.48] -4.68
(1.96)
-2.39*
(1150.19)
[-8.52 , -.83] -3.55
(1.97)
-1.80†
(1064.96)
[-7.40 , .31]
Income .32
(.28)
1.15
(1274.81)
[-.23 , .86] .02
(.32)
.05
(902.32)
[-.62 , .65] .33
(.34)
.97
(1153.34)
[-.34 , .99] .22
(.34)
.64
(1066.64)
[-.45 , .88]
Race -5.83
(1.50)
-3.89***
(1273.69)
[-8.77 , -2.89] 3.80
(1.74)
2.18*
(902.10)
[.38 , 7.23] 5.45
(1.82)
2.99**
(1151.38)
[1.87 , 9.02] 1.62
(1.83)
.88
(1065.01)
[-1.97 , 5.21]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 21.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
adult attachment, sociosexual orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the loser as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 19.03
(1.72)
11.05***
(1951.25)
[15.66 , 22.41] 3.20
(2.03)
1.57
(1855.69)
[-.79 , 7.19] 33.06
(2.03)
16.27***
(1855.37)
[29.07 , 37.04] 34.41
(2.03)
16.94***
(1855.28)
[30.43 , 38.40]
Anxiety -.57
(.62)
-.92
(1964.52)
[-1.78 , .64] .28
(.73)
.38
(1856.85)
[-1.15 , 1.71] .07
(.73)
.10
(1858.71)
[-1.35 , 1.50] .36
(.73)
.50
(1858.71)
[-1.06 , 1.79]
Avoidance -.16
(.63)
-.25
(1971.28)
[-1.39 , 1.08] .59
(.74)
.79
(1859.06)
[-.87 , 2.04] -.85
(.74)
-1.15
(1860.82)
[-2.31 , .60] -.61
(.74)
-.82
(1860.47)
[-2.06 , .84]
SOI 1.80
(2.70)
.67
(1959.56)
[-3.49 , 7.09] 1.45
(3.19)
.45
(1855.19)
[-4.80 , 7.69] -1.65
(3.18)
-.52
(1858.40)
[-7.89 , 4.58] 2.14
(3.18)
.67
(1858.23)
[-4.10 , 8.37]
Self-esteem .58
(1.19)
.49
(1958.48)
[-1.75 , 2.92] -1.46
(1.40)
-1.04
(1855.74)
[-4.21 , 1.29] 1.18
(1.40)
.84
(1857.33)
[-1.56 , 3.93] .53
(1.40)
.38
(1857.26)
[-2.22 , 3.28]
Age -.51
(.15)
-3.33***
(1967.53)
[-.81 , -.21] .08
(.18)
.43
(1857.58)
[-.28 , .43] .38
(.18)
2.08*
(1860.69)
[.02 , .73] .06
(.18)
.31
(1860.00)
[-.30 , .41]
Relationship -2.89
(1.67)
-1.73†
(1961.67)
[-6.17 , .39] .51
(1.97)
.26
(1858.55)
[-3.36 , 4.38] 4.68
(1.97)
2.38*
(1857.74)
[.82 , 8.54] 1.13
(1.97)
.58
(1857.73)
[-2.73 , 4.99]
Income .65
(.29)
2.25*
(1956.63)
[.08 , 1.21] -.31
(.34)
-.91
(1856.61)
[-.98 , .36] -.33
(.34)
-.96
(1857.63)
[-.99 , .34] -.11
(.34)
-.32
(1856.65)
[-.77 , .56]
Race -.38
(1.55)
-.25
(1957.02)
[-3.43 , 2.66] -1.64
(1.83)
-.90
(1856.09)
[-5.23 , 1.95] -5.45
(1.83)
-2.98**
(1856.59)
[-9.04 , -1.86] -3.83
(1.83)
-2.09*
(1856.55)
[-7.42 , -.24]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 22.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
adult attachment, sociosexual orientation (SOI), and self-esteem, using the nice guy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 53.45
(1.72)
31.11***
(1944.14)
[50.08 , 56.82] -31.21
(2.03)
-15.37***
(1855.04)
[-35.19 , -27.23] -1.36
(2.03)
-.67
(1853.63)
[-5.33 , 2.62] -34.41
(2.03)
-16.94***
(1855.28)
[-38.40 , -30.43]
Anxiety -.21
(.61)
-.34
(1944.14)
[-1.41 , 1.00] -.08
(.72)
-.12
(1855.64)
[-1.50 , 1.33] -.29
(.72)
-.41
(1853.55)
[-1.71 , 1.12] -.36
(.73)
-.50
(1858.71)
[-1.79 , 1.06]
Avoidance -.77
(.62)
-1.23
(1944.14)
[-1.99 , .46] 1.20
(.74)
1.62
(1857.53)
[-.25 , 2.64] -.24
(.74)
-.33
(1853.89)
[-1.69 , 1.20] .61
(.74)
.82
(1860.47)
[-.84 , 2.06]
SOI 3.94
(2.68)
1.47
(1944.14)
[-1.32 , 9.20] -.69
(3.17)
-.22
(1857.28)
[-6.92 , 5.54] -3.79
(3.17)
-1.20
(1853.71)
[-10.00 , 2.42] -2.14
(3.18)
-.67
(1858.23)
[-8.37 , 4.10]
Self-esteem 1.12
(1.18)
.94
(1944.14)
[-1.20 , 3.43] -1.99
(1.40)
-1.42
(1855.20)
[-4.73 , .75] .65
(1.40)
.47
(1853.60)
[-2.08 , 3.39] -.53
(1.40)
-.38
(1857.26)
[-3.28 , 2.22]
Age -.46
(.15)
-2.99**
(1944.14)
[-.75 , -.16] .02
(.18)
.12
(1858.16)
[-.33 , .38] .32
(.18)
1.79†
(1854.20)
[-.03 , .67] -.06
(.18)
-.31
(1860.00)
[-.41 , .30]
Relationship -1.76
(1.66)
-1.06
(1944.14)
[-5.01 , 1.50] -.63
(1.96)
-.32
(1856.49)
[-4.48 , 3.23] 3.55
(1.96)
1.81†
(1853.55)
[-.30 , 7.39] -1.13
(1.97)
-.58
(1857.73)
[-4.99 , 2.73]
Income .54
(.29)
1.88†
(1944.14)
[-.02 , 1.10] -.20
(.34)
-.60
(1855.61)
[-.87 , .46] -.22
(.34)
-.65
(1854.48)
[-.88 , .44] .11
(.34)
.32
(1856.65)
[-.56 , .77]
Race -4.21
(1.54)
-2.73**
(1944.14)
[-7.24 , -1.19] 2.19
(1.82)
1.20
(1854.33)
[-1.39 , 5.77] -1.62
(1.82)
-.89
(1853.58)
[-5.19 , 1.96] 3.83
(1.83)
2.09*
(1856.55)
[.24 , 7.42]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
82 
Table 23.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
pubertal timing and menstrual cycle, using the bad boy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 15.03
(2.46)
6.11***
(179.17)
[10.18 , 19.89] 33.58
(3.32)
10.12***
(243.74)
[27.04 , 40.11] 1.93
(3.07)
.63
(179.79)
[-4.12 , 7.98] 37.86
(3.01)
12.60***
(247.17)
[31.94 , 43.78]
Pubertal t iming 2.84
(1.05)
2.70**
(179.17)
[.76 , 4.91] -.95
(1.42)
-.67
(243.73)
[-3.74 , 1.84] -.66
(1.31)
-.50
(179.96)
[-3.25 , 1.94] -1.05
(1.28)
-.82
(247.17)
[-3.58 , 1.48]
Menstrual cycle 2.46
(2.04)
1.21
(179.40)
[-1.57 , 6.49] -.46
(2.75)
-.17
(244.44)
[-5.87 , 4.95] -1.78
(2.55)
-.70
(179.90)
[-6.81 , 3.24] -2.71
(2.49)
-1.09
(247.83)
[-7.62 , 2.19]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
-3.02
(1.50)
-2.02*
(179.17)
[-5.97 , -.07] 1.91
(2.02)
.95
(243.74)
[-2.06 , 5.88] .41
(1.86)
.22
(179.85)
[-3.26 , 4.09] 2.33
(1.83)
1.28
(247.18)
[-1.27 , 5.92]
Age -.54
(.23)
-2.30*
(179.31)
[-1.00 , -.08] .29
(.32)
.92
(244.18)
[-.33 , .91] -.27
(.29)
-.92
(180.05)
[-.85 , .31] -.09
(.29)
-.32
(247.59)
[-.65 , .47]
Relationship .81
(2.20)
.37
(179.35)
[-3.53 , 5.15] 4.52
(2.96)
1.53
(244.28)
[-1.32 , 10.35] -.25
(2.74)
-.09
(179.79)
[-5.66 , 5.16] -3.86
(2.68)
-1.44
(247.68)
[-9.14 , 1.43]
Income .38
(.57)
.67
(179.20)
[-.74 , 1.49] .43
(.76)
.56
(243.81)
[-1.07 , 1.93] .20
(.71)
.29
(180.03)
[-1.19 , 1.60] .94
(.69)
1.36
(247.24)
[-.42 , 2.30]
Race 3.09
(2.26)
1.37
(179.23)
[-1.37 , 7.55] -7.03
(3.04)
-2.31*
(243.92)
[-13.02 , -1.03] -3.83
(2.81)
-1.36
(179.78)
[-9.39 , 1.72] -4.29
(2.76)
-1.55
(247.34)
[-9.72 , 1.15]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 24.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
pubertal timing and menstrual cycle, using the hero as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 48.61
(2.86)
17.02***
(526.80)
[43.00 , 54.22] -33.58
(3.33)
-10.08***
(515.60)
[-40.12 , -27.03] -31.65
(3.33)
-9.50***
(515.66)
[-38.19 , -25.11] 4.28
(3.33)
1.29
(515.60)
[-2.26 , 10.82]
Pubertal t iming 1.89
(1.22)
1.54
(526.80)
[-.51 , 4.28] .95
(1.42)
.67
(515.60)
[-1.84 , 3.75] .30
(1.43)
.21
(516.13)
[-2.50 , 3.11] -.10
(1.42)
-.07
(515.60)
[-2.89 , 2.70]
Menstrual cycle 2.00
(2.36)
.85
(526.80)
[-2.64 , 6.64] .47
(2.76)
.17
(516.20)
[-4.95 , 5.89] -1.30
(2.76)
-.47
(516.55)
[-6.73 , 4.13] -2.25
(2.75)
-.82
(515.60)
[-7.67 , 3.16]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
-1.11
(1.74)
-.64
(526.80)
[-4.52 , 2.30] -1.91
(2.02)
-.94
(515.60)
[-5.88 , 2.07] -1.50
(2.03)
-.74
(515.82)
[-5.48 , 2.48] .42
(2.02)
.21
(515.60)
[-3.55 , 4.40]
Age -.25
(.27)
-.91
(526.80)
[-.78 , .29] -.29
(.32)
-.91
(515.98)
[-.91 , .33] -.56
(.32)
-1.76†
(516.76)
[-1.19 , .06] -.38
(.32)
-1.21
(515.60)
[-1.01 , .24]
Relationship 5.33
(2.55)
2.09*
(526.80)
[.32 , 10.33] -4.53
(2.98)
-1.52
(516.07)
[-10.38 , 1.31] -4.79
(2.98)
-1.61
(516.11)
[-10.63 , 1.06] -8.37
(2.97)
-2.82**
(515.60)
[-14.21 , -2.54]
Income .81
(.66)
1.23
(526.80)
[-.48 , 2.10] -.43
(.76)
-.56
(515.67)
[-1.93 , 1.07] -.22
(.77)
-.29
(516.38)
[-1.73 , 1.28] .51
(.76)
.67
(515.60)
[-.99 , 2.01]
Race -3.94
(2.62)
-1.50
(526.80)
[-9.09 , 1.21] 7.02
(3.06)
2.30*
(515.76)
[1.01 , 13.02] 3.18
(3.06)
1.04
(515.79)
[-2.82 , 9.19] 2.74
(3.06)
.90
(515.60)
[-3.26 , 8.74]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 25.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
pubertal timing and menstrual cycle, using the loser as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 16.96
(2.86)
5.93***
(527.10)
[11.35 , 22.57] -1.93
(3.33)
-.58
(515.65)
[-8.47 , 4.62] 31.65
(3.33)
9.50***
(515.66)
[25.11 , 38.19] 35.93
(3.33)
10.79***
(515.66)
[29.39 , 42.47]
Pubertal t iming 2.19
(1.22)
1.79†
(529.51)
[-.22 , 4.59] .65
(1.43)
.45
(516.13)
[-2.15 , 3.45] -.30
(1.43)
-.21
(516.13)
[-3.11 , 2.50] -.40
(1.43)
-.28
(516.13)
[-3.20 , 2.40]
Menstrual cycle .70
(2.37)
.30
(530.35)
[-3.96 , 5.37] 1.77
(2.77)
.64
(515.94)
[-3.66 , 7.21] 1.30
(2.76)
.47
(516.55)
[-4.13 , 6.73] -.96
(2.76)
-.35
(516.55)
[-6.39 , 4.47]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
-2.61
(1.74)
-1.50
(527.92)
[-6.03 , .80] -.41
(2.03)
-.20
(515.81)
[-4.39 , 3.57] 1.50
(2.03)
.74
(515.82)
[-2.48 , 5.48] 1.92
(2.03)
.95
(515.82)
[-2.06 , 5.90]
Age -.81
(.27)
-2.96**
(531.87)
[-1.35 , -.27] .27
(.32)
.85
(516.37)
[-.36 , .90] .56
(.32)
1.76†
(516.76)
[-.06 , 1.19] .18
(.32)
.56
(516.76)
[-.45 , .81]
Relationship .54
(2.55)
.21
(528.42)
[-4.47 , 5.56] .25
(2.98)
.09
(515.64)
[-5.60 , 6.11] 4.79
(2.98)
1.61
(516.11)
[-1.06 , 10.63] -3.59
(2.98)
-1.21
(516.11)
[-9.43 , 2.26]
Income .58
(.66)
.89
(530.63)
[-.71 , 1.88] -.21
(.77)
-.27
(516.31)
[-1.71 , 1.30] .22
(.77)
.29
(516.38)
[-1.28 , 1.73] .73
(.77)
.95
(516.38)
[-.77 , 2.24]
Race -.76
(2.62)
-.29
(527.44)
[-5.91 , 4.40] 3.84
(3.06)
1.25
(515.63)
[-2.17 , 9.84] -3.18
(3.06)
-1.04
(515.79)
[-9.19 , 2.82] -.44
(3.06)
-.14
(515.79)
[-6.45 , 5.57]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 26.  Study 2 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
pubertal timing and menstrual cycle, using the nice guy as the reference 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 52.89
(2.86)
18.51***
(526.80)
[47.28 , 58.50] -37.86
(3.33)
-11.37***
(515.60)
[-44.40 , -31.31] -4.28
(3.33)
-1.29
(515.60)
[-10.82 , 2.26] -35.93
(3.33)
-10.79***
(515.66)
[-42.47 , -29.39]
Pubertal t iming 1.79
(1.22)
1.46
(526.80)
[-.61 , 4.18] 1.05
(1.42)
.74
(515.60)
[-1.75 , 3.84] .10
(1.42)
.07
(515.60)
[-2.70 , 2.89] .40
(1.43)
.28
(516.13)
[-2.40 , 3.20]
Menstrual cycle -.25
(2.36)
-.11
(526.80)
[-4.89 , 4.39] 2.73
(2.76)
.99
(516.20)
[-2.69 , 8.15] 2.25
(2.75)
.82
(515.60)
[-3.16 , 7.67] .96
(2.76)
.35
(516.55)
[-4.47 , 6.39]
Pubertal t iming x 
Menstrual cycle
-.69
(1.74)
-.40
(526.80)
[-4.10 , 2.72] -2.33
(2.02)
-1.15
(515.60)
[-6.30 , 1.65] -.42
(2.02)
-.21
(515.60)
[-4.40 , 3.55] -1.92
(2.03)
-.95
(515.82)
[-5.90 , 2.06]
Age -.63
(.27)
-2.32*
(526.80)
[-1.16 , -.10] .09
(.32)
.29
(515.98)
[-.53 , .72] .38
(.32)
1.21
(515.60)
[-.24 , 1.01] -.18
(.32)
-.56
(516.76)
[-.81 , .45]
Relationship -3.05
(2.55)
-1.20
(526.80)
[-8.05 , 1.96] 3.84
(2.98)
1.29
(516.07)
[-2.00 , 9.69] 8.37
(2.97)
2.82**
(515.60)
[2.54 , 14.21] 3.59
(2.98)
1.21
(516.11)
[-2.26 , 9.43]
Income 1.32
(.66)
2.01*
(526.80)
[.03 , 2.60] -.94
(.76)
-1.23
(515.67)
[-2.44 , .56] -.51
(.76)
-.67
(515.60)
[-2.01 , .99] -.73
(.77)
-.95
(516.38)
[-2.24 , .77]
Race -1.20
(2.62)
-.46
(526.80)
[-6.35 , 3.95] 4.28
(3.06)
1.40
(515.76)
[-1.73 , 10.28] -2.74
(3.06)
-.90
(515.60)
[-8.74 , 3.26] .44
(3.06)
.14
(515.79)
[-5.57 , 6.45]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 27.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the secure prime and bad boy prototype as references for comparison 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 2.89
(.20)
14.60***
(1067.47)
[2.50 , 3.28] 1.27
(.20)
6.31***
(1050.85)
[.87 , 1.66] -1.20
(.19)
-6.31***
(1260.07)
[-1.58 , -.83] .44
(.19)
2.29*
(1260.07)
[.06 , .81]
Trait  Anxiety .18
(.17)
1.06
(1067.47)
[-.15 , .51] -.17
(.17)
-1.00
(1050.85)
[-.51 , .16] -.14
(.16)
-.89
(1260.07)
[-.46 , .17] -.23
(.16)
-1.45
(1260.07)
[-.55 , .08]
Trait  Avoidance .26
(.17)
1.52
(1067.47)
[-.08 , .60] .00
(.17)
-.01
(1050.85)
[-.34 , .34] -.16
(.17)
-.98
(1260.07)
[-.49 , .16] .06
(.17)
.35
(1260.07)
[-.27 , .38]
Anxious Prime .19
(.28)
.66
(1067.47)
[-.36 , .73] -.03
(.28)
-.12
(1050.85)
[-.59 , .52] -.10
(.27)
-.39
(1260.07)
[-.63 , .42] -.29
(.27)
-1.07
(1260.07)
[-.82 , .24]
Avoidant Prime -.28
(.28)
-.99
(1067.47)
[-.83 , .27] -.35
(.29)
-1.21
(1050.85)
[-.91 , .22] -.06
(.27)
-.21
(1260.07)
[-.59 , .48] -.36
(.27)
-1.32
(1260.07)
[-.89 , .18]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .10
(.23)
.43
(1067.47)
[-.36 , .56] .15
(.24)
.63
(1050.85)
[-.32 , .61] .08
(.22)
.34
(1260.07)
[-.37 , .52] .26
(.22)
1.17
(1260.07)
[-.18 , .70]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.06
(.25)
-.25
(1067.47)
[-.55 , .42] -.13
(.25)
-.51
(1050.85)
[-.62 , .36] -.08
(.24)
-.34
(1260.07)
[-.55 , .39] -.11
(.24)
-.47
(1260.07)
[-.58 , .36]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -.30
(.24)
-1.26
(1067.47)
[-.78 , .17] .37
(.25)
1.52
(1050.85)
[-.11 , .85] .34
(.23)
1.44
(1260.07)
[-.12 , .79] .13
(.23)
.55
(1260.07)
[-.33 , .58]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. -.02
(.25)
-.09
(1067.47)
[-.52 , .47] -.04
(.26)
-.14
(1050.85)
[-.54 , .47] .20
(.24)
.84
(1260.07)
[-.27 , .68] -.13
(.24)
-.54
(1260.07)
[-.61 , .35]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 28.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the secure prime and hero prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 4.16
(.20)
20.65***
(1212.10)
[3.77 , 4.56] -1.27
(.20)
-6.49***
(1674.00)
[-1.65 , -.88] -2.47
(.20)
-12.65***
(1674.00)
[-2.86 , -2.09] -.83
(.20)
-4.25***
(1674.00)
[-1.21 , -.45]
Trait  Anxiety .01
(.17)
.04
(1212.10)
[-.33 , .34] .17
(.17)
1.03
(1674.00)
[-.15 , .50] .03
(.17)
.16
(1674.00)
[-.30 , .35] -.06
(.17)
-.38
(1674.00)
[-.39 , .26]
Trait  Avoidance .26
(.17)
1.49
(1212.10)
[-.08 , .60] .00
(.17)
.01
(1674.00)
[-.33 , .33] -.16
(.17)
-.95
(1674.00)
[-.49 , .17] .06
(.17)
.35
(1674.00)
[-.27 , .39]
Anxious Prime .15
(.28)
.53
(1212.10)
[-.41 , .71] .03
(.28)
.13
(1674.00)
[-.51 , .58] -.07
(.28)
-.25
(1674.00)
[-.61 , .47] -.25
(.28)
-.92
(1674.00)
[-.79 , .29]
Avoidant Prime -.63
(.29)
-2.18*
(1212.10)
[-1.19 , -.06] .35
(.28)
1.24
(1674.00)
[-.20 , .89] .29
(.28)
1.04
(1674.00)
[-.26 , .83] -.01
(.28)
-.04
(1674.00)
[-.56 , .53]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .25
(.24)
1.05
(1212.10)
[-.22 , .71] -.15
(.23)
-.65
(1674.00)
[-.60 , .30] -.07
(.23)
-.32
(1674.00)
[-.52 , .38] .11
(.23)
.49
(1674.00)
[-.34 , .57]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.19
(.25)
-.75
(1212.10)
[-.68 , .30] .13
(.24)
.53
(1674.00)
[-.35 , .61] .05
(.24)
.19
(1674.00)
[-.43 , .53] .02
(.24)
.07
(1674.00)
[-.46 , .50]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. .07
(.25)
.28
(1212.10)
[-.41 , .55] -.37
(.24)
-1.56
(1674.00)
[-.84 , .10] -.04
(.24)
-.16
(1674.00)
[-.51 , .43] -.25
(.24)
-1.03
(1674.00)
[-.71 , .22]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. -.06
(.26)
-.23
(1212.10)
[-.56 , .44] .04
(.25)
.14
(1674.00)
[-.45 , .52] .24
(.25)
.96
(1674.00)
[-.25 , .73] -.10
(.25)
-.39
(1674.00)
[-.58 , .39]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 29.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the secure prime and loser prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 1.69
(.20)
8.52***
(1067.47)
[1.30 , 2.08] 1.20
(.19)
6.31***
(1260.07)
[.83 , 1.58] 2.47
(.20)
12.31***
(1050.85)
[2.08 , 2.87] 1.64
(.19)
8.60***
(1260.07)
[1.27 , 2.02]
Trait  Anxiety .03
(.17)
.20
(1067.47)
[-.30 , .36] .14
(.16)
.89
(1260.07)
[-.17 , .46] -.03
(.17)
-.15
(1050.85)
[-.36 , .31] -.09
(.16)
-.56
(1260.07)
[-.41 , .23]
Trait  Avoidance .10
(.17)
.58
(1067.47)
[-.24 , .44] .16
(.17)
.98
(1260.07)
[-.16 , .49] .16
(.17)
.92
(1050.85)
[-.18 , .50] .22
(.17)
1.33
(1260.07)
[-.11 , .54]
Anxious Prime .08
(.28)
.29
(1067.47)
[-.47 , .63] .10
(.27)
.39
(1260.07)
[-.42 , .63] .07
(.28)
.25
(1050.85)
[-.49 , .63] -.18
(.27)
-.68
(1260.07)
[-.71 , .34]
Avoidant Prime -.34
(.28)
-1.20
(1067.47)
[-.89 , .22] .06
(.27)
.21
(1260.07)
[-.48 , .59] -.29
(.29)
-1.01
(1050.85)
[-.85 , .27] -.30
(.27)
-1.11
(1260.07)
[-.83 , .23]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .18
(.23)
.75
(1067.47)
[-.28 , .63] -.08
(.22)
-.34
(1260.07)
[-.52 , .37] .07
(.24)
.31
(1050.85)
[-.39 , .54] .19
(.22)
.83
(1260.07)
[-.25 , .63]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.14
(.25)
-.58
(1067.47)
[-.63 , .34] .08
(.24)
.34
(1260.07)
[-.39 , .55] -.05
(.25)
-.19
(1050.85)
[-.54 , .45] -.03
(.24)
-.13
(1260.07)
[-.50 , .44]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. .03
(.24)
.12
(1067.47)
[-.44 , .50] -.34
(.23)
-1.44
(1260.07)
[-.79 , .12] .04
(.25)
.15
(1050.85)
[-.44 , .52] -.21
(.23)
-.89
(1260.07)
[-.67 , .25]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. .18
(.25)
.71
(1067.47)
[-.32 , .67] -.20
(.24)
-.84
(1260.07)
[-.68 , .27] -.24
(.26)
-.93
(1050.85)
[-.74 , .26] -.33
(.24)
-1.37
(1260.07)
[-.81 , .14]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 30.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the secure prime and nice guy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 3.33
(.20)
16.81***
(1067.47)
[2.94 , 3.72] -.44
(.19)
-2.29*
(1260.07)
[-.81 , -.06] .83
(.20)
4.14***
(1050.85)
[.44 , 1.23] -1.64
(.19)
-8.60***
(1260.07)
[-2.02 , -1.27]
Trait  Anxiety -.06
(.17)
-.33
(1067.47)
[-.39 , .27] .23
(.16)
1.45
(1260.07)
[-.08 , .55] .06
(.17)
.37
(1050.85)
[-.27 , .40] .09
(.16)
.56
(1260.07)
[-.23 , .41]
Trait  Avoidance .32
(.17)
1.86†
(1067.47)
[-.02 , .66] -.06
(.17)
-.35
(1260.07)
[-.38 , .27] -.06
(.17)
-.34
(1050.85)
[-.40 , .28] -.22
(.17)
-1.33
(1260.07)
[-.54 , .11]
Anxious Prime -.10
(.28)
-.37
(1067.47)
[-.65 , .45] .29
(.27)
1.07
(1260.07)
[-.24 , .82] .25
(.28)
.90
(1050.85)
[-.30 , .81] .18
(.27)
.68
(1260.07)
[-.34 , .71]
Avoidant Prime -.64
(.28)
-2.26*
(1067.47)
[-1.19 , -.08] .36
(.27)
1.32
(1260.07)
[-.18 , .89] .01
(.29)
.04
(1050.85)
[-.55 , .57] .30
(.27)
1.11
(1260.07)
[-.23 , .83]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .36
(.23)
1.55
(1067.47)
[-.10 , .82] -.26
(.22)
-1.17
(1260.07)
[-.70 , .18] -.11
(.24)
-.48
(1050.85)
[-.58 , .35] -.19
(.22)
-.83
(1260.07)
[-.63 , .25]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.17
(.25)
-.70
(1067.47)
[-.66 , .31] .11
(.24)
.47
(1260.07)
[-.36 , .58] -.02
(.25)
-.06
(1050.85)
[-.51 , .48] .03
(.24)
.13
(1260.07)
[-.44 , .50]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -.18
(.24)
-.74
(1067.47)
[-.65 , .30] -.13
(.23)
-.55
(1260.07)
[-.58 , .33] .25
(.25)
1.00
(1050.85)
[-.24 , .73] .21
(.23)
.89
(1260.07)
[-.25 , .67]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. -.15
(.25)
-.61
(1067.47)
[-.65 , .34] .13
(.24)
.54
(1260.07)
[-.35 , .61] .10
(.26)
.38
(1050.85)
[-.41 , .60] .33
(.24)
1.37
(1260.07)
[-.14 , .81]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 31.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the anxious prime and bad boy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 3.08
(.20)
15.60***
(1067.47)
[2.69 , 3.47] 1.23
(.20)
6.16***
(1050.85)
[.84 , 1.63] -1.31
(.19)
-6.89***
(1260.07)
[-1.68 , -.94] .15
(.19)
.78
(1260.07)
[-.22 , .52]
Trait  Anxiety .28
(.16)
1.72†
(1067.47)
[-.04 , .60] -.02
(.16)
-.13
(1050.85)
[-.34 , .30] -.07
(.16)
-.44
(1260.07)
[-.38 , .24] .03
(.16)
.18
(1260.07)
[-.28 , .33]
Trait  Avoidance -.04
(.17)
-.26
(1067.47)
[-.38 , .29] .37
(.17)
2.15*
(1050.85)
[.03 , .71] .17
(.16)
1.06
(1260.07)
[-.15 , .50] .19
(.16)
1.13
(1260.07)
[-.14 , .51]
Secure Prime -.19
(.28)
-.66
(1067.47)
[-.73 , .36] .03
(.28)
.12
(1050.85)
[-.52 , .59] .10
(.27)
.39
(1260.07)
[-.42 , .63] .29
(.27)
1.07
(1260.07)
[-.24 , .82]
Avoidant Prime -.47
(.28)
-1.65†
(1067.47)
[-1.02 , .09] -.31
(.29)
-1.09
(1050.85)
[-.87 , .25] .05
(.27)
.17
(1260.07)
[-.48 , .58] -.07
(.27)
-.25
(1260.07)
[-.60 , .46]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -.10
(.23)
-.43
(1067.47)
[-.56 , .36] -.15
(.24)
-.63
(1050.85)
[-.61 , .32] -.08
(.22)
-.34
(1260.07)
[-.52 , .37] -.26
(.22)
-1.17
(1260.07)
[-.70 , .18]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.16
(.24)
-.66
(1067.47)
[-.64 , .32] -.28
(.25)
-1.12
(1050.85)
[-.76 , .21] -.16
(.23)
-.67
(1260.07)
[-.62 , .30] -.37
(.23)
-1.60
(1260.07)
[-.83 , .09]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .30
(.24)
1.26
(1067.47)
[-.17 , .78] -.37
(.25)
-1.52
(1050.85)
[-.85 , .11] -.34
(.23)
-1.44
(1260.07)
[-.79 , .12] -.13
(.23)
-.55
(1260.07)
[-.58 , .33]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. .28
(.25)
1.12
(1067.47)
[-.21 , .77] -.41
(.25)
-1.60
(1050.85)
[-.91 , .09] -.13
(.24)
-.55
(1260.07)
[-.61 , .34] -.26
(.24)
-1.07
(1260.07)
[-.73 , .22]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 32.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the anxious prime and hero prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 4.31
(.20)
21.48***
(1212.10)
[3.92 , 4.71] -1.23
(.19)
-6.34***
(1674.00)
[-1.61 , -.85] -2.54
(.19)
-13.06***
(1674.00)
[-2.92 , -2.16] -1.09
(.19)
-5.57***
(1674.00)
[-1.47 , -.70]
Trait  Anxiety .26
(.16)
1.56
(1212.10)
[-.07 , .58] .02
(.16)
.14
(1674.00)
[-.29 , .34] -.05
(.16)
-.30
(1674.00)
[-.36 , .27] .05
(.16)
.31
(1674.00)
[-.26 , .36]
Trait  Avoidance .33
(.17)
1.90†
(1212.10)
[-.01 , .67] -.37
(.17)
-2.21*
(1674.00)
[-.70 , -.04] -.20
(.17)
-1.18
(1674.00)
[-.53 , .13] -.19
(.17)
-1.11
(1674.00)
[-.52 , .14]
Secure Prime -.15
(.28)
-.53
(1212.10)
[-.71 , .41] -.03
(.28)
-.13
(1674.00)
[-.58 , .51] .07
(.28)
.25
(1674.00)
[-.47 , .61] .25
(.28)
.92
(1674.00)
[-.29 , .79]
Avoidant Prime -.78
(.29)
-2.71**
(1212.10)
[-1.34 , -.22] .31
(.28)
1.12
(1674.00)
[-.23 , .86] .36
(.28)
1.29
(1674.00)
[-.19 , .90] .24
(.28)
.87
(1674.00)
[-.30 , .79]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -.25
(.24)
-1.05
(1212.10)
[-.71 , .22] .15
(.23)
.65
(1674.00)
[-.30 , .60] .07
(.23)
.32
(1674.00)
[-.38 , .52] -.11
(.23)
-.49
(1674.00)
[-.57 , .34]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.44
(.25)
-1.77†
(1212.10)
[-.92 , .05] .28
(.24)
1.15
(1674.00)
[-.19 , .75] .12
(.24)
.50
(1674.00)
[-.35 , .59] -.10
(.24)
-.41
(1674.00)
[-.57 , .37]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -.07
(.25)
-.28
(1212.10)
[-.55 , .41] .37
(.24)
1.56
(1674.00)
[-.10 , .84] .04
(.24)
.16
(1674.00)
[-.43 , .51] .25
(.24)
1.03
(1674.00)
[-.22 , .71]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. -.13
(.26)
-.49
(1212.10)
[-.63 , .37] .41
(.25)
1.65†
(1674.00)
[-.08 , .89] .28
(.25)
1.11
(1674.00)
[-.21 , .76] .15
(.25)
.60
(1674.00)
[-.34 , .64]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 33.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the anxious prime and loser prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 1.77
(.20)
8.96***
(1067.47)
[1.38 , 2.16] 1.31
(.19)
6.89***
(1260.07)
[.94 , 1.68] 2.54
(.20)
12.71***
(1050.85)
[2.15 , 2.93] 1.46
(.19)
7.67***
(1260.07)
[1.08 , 1.83]
Trait  Anxiety .21
(.16)
1.29
(1067.47)
[-.11 , .53] .07
(.16)
.44
(1260.07)
[-.24 , .38] .05
(.16)
.29
(1050.85)
[-.27 , .37] .10
(.16)
.62
(1260.07)
[-.21 , .40]
Trait  Avoidance .13
(.17)
.76
(1067.47)
[-.20 , .46] -.17
(.16)
-1.06
(1260.07)
[-.50 , .15] .20
(.17)
1.15
(1050.85)
[-.14 , .54] .01
(.16)
.07
(1260.07)
[-.31 , .33]
Secure Prime -.08
(.28)
-.29
(1067.47)
[-.63 , .47] -.10
(.27)
-.39
(1260.07)
[-.63 , .42] -.07
(.28)
-.25
(1050.85)
[-.63 , .49] .18
(.27)
.68
(1260.07)
[-.34 , .71]
Avoidant Prime -.42
(.28)
-1.49
(1067.47)
[-.97 , .13] -.05
(.27)
-.17
(1260.07)
[-.58 , .48] -.36
(.29)
-1.26
(1050.85)
[-.92 , .20] -.12
(.27)
-.43
(1260.07)
[-.65 , .42]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -.18
(.23)
-.75
(1067.47)
[-.63 , .28] .08
(.22)
.34
(1260.07)
[-.37 , .52] -.07
(.24)
-.31
(1050.85)
[-.54 , .39] -.19
(.22)
-.83
(1260.07)
[-.63 , .25]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.32
(.24)
-1.31
(1067.47)
[-.80 , .16] .16
(.23)
.67
(1260.07)
[-.30 , .62] -.12
(.25)
-.49
(1050.85)
[-.60 , .36] -.22
(.23)
-.93
(1260.07)
[-.68 , .24]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -.03
(.24)
-.12
(1067.47)
[-.50 , .44] .34
(.23)
1.44
(1260.07)
[-.12 , .79] -.04
(.25)
-.15
(1050.85)
[-.52 , .44] .21
(.23)
.89
(1260.07)
[-.25 , .67]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. .15
(.25)
.60
(1067.47)
[-.34 , .64] .13
(.24)
.55
(1260.07)
[-.34 , .61] -.28
(.25)
-1.08
(1050.85)
[-.78 , .22] -.13
(.24)
-.52
(1260.07)
[-.60 , .35]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
93 
Table 34.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the anxious prime and nice guy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 3.23
(.20)
16.35***
(1067.47)
[2.84 , 3.61] -.15
(.19)
-.78
(1260.07)
[-.52 , .22] 1.09
(.20)
5.42***
(1050.85)
[.69 , 1.48] -1.46
(.19)
-7.67***
(1260.07)
[-1.83 , -1.08]
Trait  Anxiety .31
(.16)
1.89†
(1067.47)
[-.01 , .62] -.03
(.16)
-.18
(1260.07)
[-.33 , .28] -.05
(.16)
-.30
(1050.85)
[-.37 , .27] -.10
(.16)
-.62
(1260.07)
[-.40 , .21]
Trait  Avoidance .14
(.17)
.83
(1067.47)
[-.19 , .48] -.19
(.16)
-1.13
(1260.07)
[-.51 , .14] .19
(.17)
1.08
(1050.85)
[-.15 , .53] -.01
(.16)
-.07
(1260.07)
[-.33 , .31]
Secure Prime .10
(.28)
.37
(1067.47)
[-.45 , .65] -.29
(.27)
-1.07
(1260.07)
[-.82 , .24] -.25
(.28)
-.90
(1050.85)
[-.81 , .30] -.18
(.27)
-.68
(1260.07)
[-.71 , .34]
Avoidant Prime -.53
(.28)
-1.90†
(1067.47)
[-1.09 , .02] .07
(.27)
.25
(1260.07)
[-.46 , .60] -.24
(.29)
-.85
(1050.85)
[-.80 , .32] .12
(.27)
.43
(1260.07)
[-.42 , .65]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -.36
(.23)
-1.55
(1067.47)
[-.82 , .10] .26
(.22)
1.17
(1260.07)
[-.18 , .70] .11
(.24)
.48
(1050.85)
[-.35 , .58] .19
(.22)
.83
(1260.07)
[-.25 , .63]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.54
(.24)
-2.20*
(1067.47)
[-1.01 , -.06] .37
(.23)
1.60
(1260.07)
[-.09 , .83] .10
(.25)
.40
(1050.85)
[-.39 , .58] .22
(.23)
.93
(1260.07)
[-.24 , .68]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .18
(.24)
.74
(1067.47)
[-.30 , .65] .13
(.23)
.55
(1260.07)
[-.33 , .58] -.25
(.25)
-1.00
(1050.85)
[-.73 , .24] -.21
(.23)
-.89
(1260.07)
[-.67 , .25]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. .02
(.25)
.09
(1067.47)
[-.47 , .52] .26
(.24)
1.07
(1260.07)
[-.22 , .73] -.15
(.25)
-.59
(1050.85)
[-.65 , .35] .13
(.24)
.52
(1260.07)
[-.35 , .60]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 35.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the avoidant prime and bad boy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 2.61
(.20)
13.03***
(1067.47)
[2.22 , 3.01] .92
(.20)
4.54***
(1050.85)
[.52 , 1.32] -1.26
(.19)
-6.53***
(1260.07)
[-1.64 , -.88] .08
(.19)
.41
(1260.07)
[-.30 , .46]
Trait  Anxiety .12
(.18)
.64
(1067.47)
[-.24 , .47] -.30
(.18)
-1.62
(1050.85)
[-.66 , .06] -.23
(.18)
-1.29
(1260.07)
[-.57 , .12] -.35
(.18)
-1.98*
(1260.07)
[-.69 , .00]
Trait  Avoidance .24
(.18)
1.29
(1067.47)
[-.12 , .60] -.04
(.19)
-.19
(1050.85)
[-.40 , .33] .04
(.18)
.23
(1260.07)
[-.31 , .39] -.07
(.18)
-.41
(1260.07)
[-.42 , .28]
Anxious Prime .47
(.28)
1.65†
(1067.47)
[-.09 , 1.02] .31
(.29)
1.09
(1050.85)
[-.25 , .87] -.05
(.27)
-.17
(1260.07)
[-.58 , .48] .07
(.27)
.25
(1260.07)
[-.46 , .60]
Secure Prime .28
(.28)
.99
(1067.47)
[-.27 , .83] .35
(.29)
1.21
(1050.85)
[-.22 , .91] .06
(.27)
.21
(1260.07)
[-.48 , .59] .36
(.27)
1.32
(1260.07)
[-.18 , .89]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .16
(.24)
.66
(1067.47)
[-.32 , .64] .28
(.25)
1.12
(1050.85)
[-.21 , .76] .16
(.23)
.67
(1260.07)
[-.30 , .62] .37
(.23)
1.60
(1260.07)
[-.09 , .83]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .06
(.25)
.25
(1067.47)
[-.42 , .55] .13
(.25)
.51
(1050.85)
[-.36 , .62] .08
(.24)
.34
(1260.07)
[-.39 , .55] .11
(.24)
.47
(1260.07)
[-.36 , .58]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -.28
(.25)
-1.12
(1067.47)
[-.77 , .21] .41
(.25)
1.60
(1050.85)
[-.09 , .91] .13
(.24)
.55
(1260.07)
[-.34 , .61] .26
(.24)
1.07
(1260.07)
[-.22 , .73]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .02
(.25)
.09
(1067.47)
[-.47 , .52] .04
(.26)
.14
(1050.85)
[-.47 , .54] -.20
(.24)
-.84
(1260.07)
[-.68 , .27] .13
(.24)
.54
(1260.07)
[-.35 , .61]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 36.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the avoidant prime and hero prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 3.53
(.20)
17.34***
(1212.10)
[3.13 , 3.93] -.92
(.20)
-4.66***
(1674.00)
[-1.31 , -.53] -2.18
(.20)
-11.04***
(1674.00)
[-2.57 , -1.80] -.84
(.20)
-4.26***
(1674.00)
[-1.23 , -.46]
Trait  Anxiety -.18
(.18)
-.99
(1212.10)
[-.54 , .18] .30
(.18)
1.67†
(1674.00)
[-.05 , .65] .07
(.18)
.41
(1674.00)
[-.28 , .42] -.05
(.18)
-.27
(1674.00)
[-.40 , .30]
Trait  Avoidance .20
(.19)
1.08
(1212.10)
[-.17 , .57] .04
(.18)
.20
(1674.00)
[-.32 , .39] .08
(.18)
.43
(1674.00)
[-.28 , .43] -.04
(.18)
-.20
(1674.00)
[-.39 , .32]
Anxious Prime .78
(.29)
2.71**
(1212.10)
[.22 , 1.34] -.31
(.28)
-1.12
(1674.00)
[-.86 , .23] -.36
(.28)
-1.29
(1674.00)
[-.90 , .19] -.24
(.28)
-.87
(1674.00)
[-.79 , .30]
Secure Prime .63
(.29)
2.18*
(1212.10)
[.06 , 1.19] -.35
(.28)
-1.24
(1674.00)
[-.89 , .20] -.29
(.28)
-1.04
(1674.00)
[-.83 , .26] .01
(.28)
.04
(1674.00)
[-.53 , .56]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .44
(.25)
1.77†
(1212.10)
[-.05 , .92] -.28
(.24)
-1.15
(1674.00)
[-.75 , .19] -.12
(.24)
-.50
(1674.00)
[-.59 , .35] .10
(.24)
.41
(1674.00)
[-.37 , .57]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .19
(.25)
.75
(1212.10)
[-.30 , .68] -.13
(.24)
-.53
(1674.00)
[-.61 , .35] -.05
(.24)
-.19
(1674.00)
[-.53 , .43] -.02
(.24)
-.07
(1674.00)
[-.50 , .46]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. .13
(.26)
.49
(1212.10)
[-.37 , .63] -.41
(.25)
-1.65†
(1674.00)
[-.89 , .08] -.28
(.25)
-1.11
(1674.00)
[-.76 , .21] -.15
(.25)
-.60
(1674.00)
[-.64 , .34]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .06
(.26)
.23
(1212.10)
[-.44 , .56] -.04
(.25)
-.14
(1674.00)
[-.52 , .45] -.24
(.25)
-.96
(1674.00)
[-.73 , .25] .10
(.25)
.39
(1674.00)
[-.39 , .58]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 37.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the avoidant prime and loser prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 1.35
(.20)
6.74***
(1067.47)
[.96 , 1.74] 1.26
(.19)
6.53***
(1260.07)
[.88 , 1.64] 2.18
(.20)
10.74***
(1050.85)
[1.79 , 2.58] 1.34
(.19)
6.94***
(1260.07)
[.96 , 1.72]
Trait  Anxiety -.11
(.18)
-.60
(1067.47)
[-.47 , .25] .23
(.18)
1.29
(1260.07)
[-.12 , .57] -.07
(.18)
-.39
(1050.85)
[-.43 , .29] -.12
(.18)
-.69
(1260.07)
[-.46 , .22]
Trait  Avoidance .28
(.18)
1.51
(1067.47)
[-.08 , .64] -.04
(.18)
-.23
(1260.07)
[-.39 , .31] -.08
(.19)
-.41
(1050.85)
[-.44 , .29] -.11
(.18)
-.64
(1260.07)
[-.46 , .23]
Anxious Prime .42
(.28)
1.49
(1067.47)
[-.13 , .97] .05
(.27)
.17
(1260.07)
[-.48 , .58] .36
(.29)
1.26
(1050.85)
[-.20 , .92] .12
(.27)
.43
(1260.07)
[-.42 , .65]
Secure Prime .34
(.28)
1.20
(1067.47)
[-.22 , .89] -.06
(.27)
-.21
(1260.07)
[-.59 , .48] .29
(.29)
1.01
(1050.85)
[-.27 , .85] .30
(.27)
1.11
(1260.07)
[-.23 , .83]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .32
(.24)
1.31
(1067.47)
[-.16 , .80] -.16
(.23)
-.67
(1260.07)
[-.62 , .30] .12
(.25)
.49
(1050.85)
[-.36 , .60] .22
(.23)
.93
(1260.07)
[-.24 , .68]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .14
(.25)
.58
(1067.47)
[-.34 , .63] -.08
(.24)
-.34
(1260.07)
[-.55 , .39] .05
(.25)
.19
(1050.85)
[-.45 , .54] .03
(.24)
.13
(1260.07)
[-.44 , .50]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -.15
(.25)
-.60
(1067.47)
[-.64 , .34] -.13
(.24)
-.55
(1260.07)
[-.61 , .34] .28
(.25)
1.08
(1050.85)
[-.22 , .78] .13
(.24)
.52
(1260.07)
[-.35 , .60]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -.18
(.25)
-.71
(1067.47)
[-.67 , .32] .20
(.24)
.84
(1260.07)
[-.27 , .68] .24
(.26)
.93
(1050.85)
[-.26 , .74] .33
(.24)
1.37
(1260.07)
[-.14 , .81]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 38.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s sexual interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the avoidant prime and nice guy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 2.69
(.20)
13.43***
(1067.47)
[2.30 , 3.09] -.08
(.19)
-.41
(1260.07)
[-.46 , .30] .84
(.20)
4.15***
(1050.85)
[.44 , 1.24] -1.34
(.19)
-6.94***
(1260.07)
[-1.72 , -.96]
Trait  Anxiety -.23
(.18)
-1.26
(1067.47)
[-.59 , .13] .35
(.18)
1.98*
(1260.07)
[.00 , .69] .05
(.18)
.26
(1050.85)
[-.31 , .41] .12
(.18)
.69
(1260.07)
[-.22 , .46]
Trait  Avoidance .17
(.18)
.89
(1067.47)
[-.20 , .53] .07
(.18)
.41
(1260.07)
[-.28 , .42] .04
(.19)
.20
(1050.85)
[-.33 , .40] .11
(.18)
.64
(1260.07)
[-.23 , .46]
Anxious Prime .53
(.28)
1.90†
(1067.47)
[-.02 , 1.09] -.07
(.27)
-.25
(1260.07)
[-.60 , .46] .24
(.29)
.85
(1050.85)
[-.32 , .80] -.12
(.27)
-.43
(1260.07)
[-.65 , .42]
Secure Prime .64
(.28)
2.26*
(1067.47)
[.08 , 1.19] -.36
(.27)
-1.32
(1260.07)
[-.89 , .18] -.01
(.29)
-.04
(1050.85)
[-.57 , .55] -.30
(.27)
-1.11
(1260.07)
[-.83 , .23]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .54
(.24)
2.20*
(1067.47)
[.06 , 1.01] -.37
(.23)
-1.60
(1260.07)
[-.83 , .09] -.10
(.25)
-.40
(1050.85)
[-.58 , .39] -.22
(.23)
-.93
(1260.07)
[-.68 , .24]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .17
(.25)
.70
(1067.47)
[-.31 , .66] -.11
(.24)
-.47
(1260.07)
[-.58 , .36] .02
(.25)
.06
(1050.85)
[-.48 , .51] -.03
(.24)
-.13
(1260.07)
[-.50 , .44]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -.02
(.25)
-.09
(1067.47)
[-.52 , .47] -.26
(.24)
-1.07
(1260.07)
[-.73 , .22] .15
(.25)
.59
(1050.85)
[-.35 , .65] -.13
(.24)
-.52
(1260.07)
[-.60 , .35]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .15
(.25)
.61
(1067.47)
[-.34 , .65] -.13
(.24)
-.54
(1260.07)
[-.61 , .35] -.10
(.26)
-.38
(1050.85)
[-.60 , .41] -.33
(.24)
-1.37
(1260.07)
[-.81 , .14]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 39.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the secure prime and bad boy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 1.66
(.12)
14.42***
(1074.86)
[1.43 , 1.88] 4.91
(.21)
23.82***
(808.06)
[4.50 , 5.31] -.91
(.14)
-6.36***
(641.91)
[-1.19 , -.63] 2.90
(.20)
14.49***
(841.98)
[2.50 , 3.29]
Trait  Anxiety .14
(.10)
1.43
(1074.86)
[-.05 , .33] -.21
(.18)
-1.18
(808.06)
[-.55 , .14] -.17
(.12)
-1.37
(641.91)
[-.41 , .07] -.04
(.17)
-.26
(841.98)
[-.38 , .29]
Trait  Avoidance .18
(.10)
1.80†
(1074.86)
[-.02 , .38] -.04
(.18)
-.24
(808.06)
[-.39 , .31] -.06
(.12)
-.49
(641.91)
[-.30 , .18] -.06
(.17)
-.35
(841.98)
[-.40 , .28]
Anxious Prime .23
(.16)
1.40
(1074.86)
[-.09 , .55] .15
(.29)
.53
(808.06)
[-.42 , .72] -.24
(.20)
-1.19
(641.91)
[-.64 , .16] -.20
(.28)
-.71
(841.98)
[-.75 , .35]
Avoidant Prime -.17
(.16)
-1.01
(1074.86)
[-.49 , .16] .10
(.29)
.36
(808.06)
[-.47 , .68] .26
(.20)
1.27
(641.91)
[-.14 , .66] .15
(.28)
.53
(841.98)
[-.41 , .71]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .02
(.14)
.12
(1074.86)
[-.25 , .28] .43
(.24)
1.77†
(808.06)
[-.05 , .91] -.01
(.17)
-.08
(641.91)
[-.34 , .32] .17
(.24)
.71
(841.98)
[-.30 , .63]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. .04
(.14)
.29
(1074.86)
[-.24 , .32] .21
(.26)
.83
(808.06)
[-.29 , .72] -.06
(.18)
-.33
(641.91)
[-.41 , .29] -.05
(.25)
-.18
(841.98)
[-.54 , .44]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -.03
(.14)
-.19
(1074.86)
[-.30 , .25] -.41
(.25)
-1.63
(808.06)
[-.90 , .08] .17
(.17)
.98
(641.91)
[-.17 , .51] .06
(.24)
.23
(841.98)
[-.42 , .54]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. -.13
(.15)
-.89
(1074.86)
[-.42 , .16] -.22
(.26)
-.85
(808.06)
[-.74 , .29] .14
(.18)
.77
(641.91)
[-.22 , .50] -.29
(.25)
-1.13
(841.98)
[-.79 , .21]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 40.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the secure prime and hero prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 6.57
(.14)
45.59***
(1612.59)
[6.29 , 6.85] -4.91
(.19)
-26.10***
(1254.11)
[-5.28 , -4.54] -5.82
(.19)
-30.95***
(1254.11)
[-6.19 , -5.45] -2.01
(.21)
-9.40***
(1069.11)
[-2.43 , -1.59]
Trait  Anxiety -.07
(.12)
-.54
(1612.59)
[-.31 , .17] .21
(.16)
1.29
(1254.11)
[-.11 , .52] .04
(.16)
.25
(1254.11)
[-.27 , .35] .16
(.18)
.90
(1069.11)
[-.19 , .52]
Trait  Avoidance .14
(.12)
1.09
(1612.59)
[-.11 , .38] .04
(.16)
.26
(1254.11)
[-.28 , .36] -.02
(.16)
-.11
(1254.11)
[-.34 , .30] -.02
(.19)
-.09
(1069.11)
[-.38 , .35]
Anxious Prime .38
(.20)
1.87†
(1612.59)
[-.02 , .78] -.15
(.27)
-.58
(1254.11)
[-.67 , .37] -.39
(.27)
-1.49
(1254.11)
[-.92 , .13] -.35
(.30)
-1.17
(1069.11)
[-.95 , .24]
Avoidant Prime -.06
(.21)
-.30
(1612.59)
[-.46 , .34] -.10
(.27)
-.39
(1254.11)
[-.63 , .42] .16
(.27)
.58
(1254.11)
[-.37 , .68] .05
(.30)
.15
(1069.11)
[-.55 , .64]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .45
(.17)
2.62**
(1612.59)
[.11 , .78] -.43
(.22)
-1.93†
(1254.11)
[-.86 , .01] -.44
(.22)
-1.99*
(1254.11)
[-.88 , -.01] -.26
(.25)
-1.04
(1069.11)
[-.76 , .23]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. .26
(.18)
1.42
(1612.59)
[-.10 , .61] -.21
(.24)
-.91
(1254.11)
[-.67 , .25] -.27
(.24)
-1.16
(1254.11)
[-.73 , .19] -.26
(.27)
-.97
(1069.11)
[-.78 , .27]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -.44
(.18)
-2.49*
(1612.59)
[-.78 , -.09] .41
(.23)
1.79†
(1254.11)
[-.04 , .86] .58
(.23)
2.53*
(1254.11)
[.13 , 1.03] .47
(.26)
1.79†
(1069.11)
[-.05 , .98]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. -.35
(.18)
-1.93†
(1612.59)
[-.71 , .01] .22
(.24)
.93
(1254.11)
[-.25 , .69] .36
(.24)
1.52
(1254.11)
[-.11 , .83] -.06
(.27)
-.24
(1069.11)
[-.60 , .47]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 41.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the secure prime and loser prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) .75
(.10)
7.60***
(582.18)
[.55 , .94] .91
(.14)
6.38***
(612.45)
[.63 , 1.19] 5.82
(.20)
29.25***
(699.24)
[5.43 , 6.21] 3.81
(.19)
20.09***
(684.45)
[3.44 , 4.18]
Trait  Anxiety -.03
(.08)
-.32
(582.18)
[-.19 , .14] .17
(.12)
1.38
(612.45)
[-.07 , .41] -.04
(.17)
-.23
(699.24)
[-.37 , .29] .12
(.16)
.77
(684.45)
[-.19 , .44]
Trait  Avoidance .12
(.09)
1.39
(582.18)
[-.05 , .29] .06
(.12)
.49
(612.45)
[-.18 , .30] .02
(.17)
.10
(699.24)
[-.32 , .36] .00
(.16)
.01
(684.45)
[-.32 , .32]
Anxious Prime -.01
(.14)
-.10
(582.18)
[-.29 , .26] .24
(.20)
1.20
(612.45)
[-.15 , .64] .39
(.28)
1.41
(699.24)
[-.16 , .95] .04
(.27)
.15
(684.45)
[-.48 , .57]
Avoidant Prime .09
(.14)
.68
(582.18)
[-.18 , .37] -.26
(.20)
-1.28
(612.45)
[-.66 , .14] -.16
(.28)
-.55
(699.24)
[-.71 , .40] -.11
(.27)
-.40
(684.45)
[-.64 , .42]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .00
(.12)
.03
(582.18)
[-.22 , .23] .01
(.17)
.08
(612.45)
[-.32 , .34] .44
(.23)
1.89†
(699.24)
[-.02 , .90] .18
(.22)
.80
(684.45)
[-.26 , .62]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.02
(.12)
-.15
(582.18)
[-.26 , .22] .06
(.18)
.33
(612.45)
[-.29 , .41] .27
(.25)
1.10
(699.24)
[-.21 , .76] .01
(.24)
.06
(684.45)
[-.45 , .48]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. .14
(.12)
1.20
(582.18)
[-.09 , .38] -.17
(.17)
-.98
(612.45)
[-.51 , .17] -.58
(.24)
-2.39*
(699.24)
[-1.06 , -.10] -.11
(.23)
-.49
(684.45)
[-.57 , .34]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. .01
(.13)
.08
(582.18)
[-.24 , .26] -.14
(.18)
-.77
(612.45)
[-.50 , .22] -.36
(.25)
-1.43
(699.24)
[-.86 , .13] -.43
(.24)
-1.78†
(684.45)
[-.90 , .05]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 42.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the secure prime and nice guy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 4.55
(.14)
32.44***
(1599.24)
[4.28 , 4.83] -2.90
(.18)
-15.74***
(1279.42)
[-3.26 , -2.53] 2.01
(.22)
9.17***
(994.31)
[1.58 , 2.44] -3.81
(.18)
-20.69***
(1279.42)
[-4.17 , -3.45]
Trait  Anxiety .10
(.12)
.81
(1599.24)
[-.14 , .33] .04
(.16)
.28
(1279.42)
[-.26 , .35] -.16
(.19)
-.88
(994.31)
[-.53 , .20] -.12
(.16)
-.79
(1279.42)
[-.43 , .18]
Trait  Avoidance .12
(.12)
.98
(1599.24)
[-.12 , .36] .06
(.16)
.38
(1279.42)
[-.25 , .37] .02
(.19)
.09
(994.31)
[-.36 , .39] .00
(.16)
-.01
(1279.42)
[-.31 , .31]
Anxious Prime .03
(.20)
.13
(1599.24)
[-.36 , .42] .20
(.26)
.77
(1279.42)
[-.31 , .71] .35
(.31)
1.14
(994.31)
[-.25 , .96] -.04
(.26)
-.16
(1279.42)
[-.55 , .47]
Avoidant Prime -.01
(.20)
-.07
(1599.24)
[-.41 , .38] -.15
(.26)
-.58
(1279.42)
[-.66 , .36] -.05
(.31)
-.15
(994.31)
[-.66 , .57] .11
(.26)
.41
(1279.42)
[-.41 , .62]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .18
(.17)
1.11
(1599.24)
[-.14 , .51] -.17
(.22)
-.77
(1279.42)
[-.59 , .26] .26
(.26)
1.02
(994.31)
[-.24 , .77] -.18
(.22)
-.83
(1279.42)
[-.60 , .25]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. .00
(.18)
-.02
(1599.24)
[-.35 , .34] .05
(.23)
.20
(1279.42)
[-.41 , .50] .26
(.27)
.95
(994.31)
[-.28 , .80] -.01
(.23)
-.06
(1279.42)
[-.47 , .44]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. .03
(.17)
.18
(1599.24)
[-.31 , .37] -.06
(.22)
-.25
(1279.42)
[-.50 , .38] -.47
(.27)
-1.74†
(994.31)
[-.99 , .06] .11
(.22)
.51
(1279.42)
[-.33 , .55]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. -.42
(.18)
-2.34*
(1599.24)
[-.77 , -.07] .29
(.23)
1.23
(1279.42)
[-.17 , .75] .06
(.28)
.23
(994.31)
[-.48 , .61] .43
(.23)
1.83†
(1279.42)
[-.03 , .89]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 43.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the anxious prime and bad boy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 1.89
(.11)
16.46***
(1074.86)
[1.66 , 2.11] 5.06
(.21)
24.66***
(808.06)
[4.66 , 5.47] -1.15
(.14)
-8.08***
(641.91)
[-1.43 , -.87] 2.70
(.20)
13.54***
(841.98)
[2.30 , 3.09]
Trait  Anxiety .16
(.09)
1.67†
(1074.86)
[-.03 , .34] .22
(.17)
1.32
(808.06)
[-.11 , .55] -.18
(.12)
-1.54
(641.91)
[-.41 , .05] .12
(.16)
.75
(841.98)
[-.20 , .44]
Trait  Avoidance .15
(.10)
1.55
(1074.86)
[-.04 , .35] -.45
(.18)
-2.56*
(808.06)
[-.80 , -.11] .11
(.12)
.89
(641.91)
[-.13 , .35] .00
(.17)
-.02
(841.98)
[-.34 , .33]
Secure Prime -.23
(.16)
-1.40
(1074.86)
[-.55 , .09] -.15
(.29)
-.53
(808.06)
[-.72 , .42] .24
(.20)
1.19
(641.91)
[-.16 , .64] .20
(.28)
.71
(841.98)
[-.35 , .75]
Avoidant Prime -.39
(.16)
-2.40*
(1074.86)
[-.71 , -.07] -.05
(.29)
-.17
(808.06)
[-.62 , .53] .50
(.20)
2.46*
(641.91)
[.10 , .90] .35
(.28)
1.24
(841.98)
[-.21 , .91]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -.02
(.14)
-.12
(1074.86)
[-.28 , .25] -.43
(.24)
-1.77†
(808.06)
[-.91 , .05] .01
(.17)
.08
(641.91)
[-.32 , .34] -.17
(.24)
-.71
(841.98)
[-.63 , .30]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. .03
(.14)
.18
(1074.86)
[-.25 , .30] -.22
(.25)
-.85
(808.06)
[-.71 , .28] -.05
(.18)
-.26
(641.91)
[-.39 , .30] -.21
(.25)
-.86
(841.98)
[-.69 , .27]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .03
(.14)
.19
(1074.86)
[-.25 , .30] .41
(.25)
1.63
(808.06)
[-.08 , .90] -.17
(.17)
-.98
(641.91)
[-.51 , .17] -.06
(.24)
-.23
(841.98)
[-.54 , .42]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. -.10
(.15)
-.71
(1074.86)
[-.39 , .18] .19
(.26)
.72
(808.06)
[-.33 , .70] -.03
(.18)
-.17
(641.91)
[-.39 , .33] -.34
(.25)
-1.36
(841.98)
[-.84 , .15]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 44.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the anxious prime and hero prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 6.95
(.14)
48.41***
(1612.59)
[6.67 , 7.23] -5.06
(.19)
-27.02***
(1254.11)
[-5.43 , -4.70] -6.22
(.19)
-33.17***
(1254.11)
[-6.58 , -5.85] -2.37
(.21)
-11.10***
(1069.11)
[-2.79 , -1.95]
Trait  Anxiety .38
(.12)
3.22**
(1612.59)
[.15 , .61] -.22
(.15)
-1.45
(1254.11)
[-.52 , .08] -.40
(.15)
-2.62**
(1254.11)
[-.70 , -.10] -.10
(.17)
-.57
(1069.11)
[-.44 , .24]
Trait  Avoidance -.30
(.12)
-2.43*
(1612.59)
[-.54 , -.06] .45
(.16)
2.81**
(1254.11)
[.14 , .77] .56
(.16)
3.49***
(1254.11)
[.25 , .88] .45
(.18)
2.45*
(1069.11)
[.09 , .81]
Secure Prime -.38
(.20)
-1.87†
(1612.59)
[-.78 , .02] .15
(.27)
.58
(1254.11)
[-.37 , .67] .39
(.27)
1.49
(1254.11)
[-.13 , .92] .35
(.30)
1.17
(1069.11)
[-.24 , .95]
Avoidant Prime -.44
(.20)
-2.16*
(1612.59)
[-.84 , -.04] .05
(.27)
.18
(1254.11)
[-.47 , .57] .55
(.27)
2.06*
(1254.11)
[.03 , 1.07] .40
(.30)
1.32
(1069.11)
[-.20 , 1.00]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -.45
(.17)
-2.62**
(1612.59)
[-.78 , -.11] .43
(.22)
1.93†
(1254.11)
[-.01 , .86] .44
(.22)
1.99*
(1254.11)
[.01 , .88] .26
(.25)
1.04
(1069.11)
[-.23 , .76]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.19
(.18)
-1.07
(1612.59)
[-.54 , .16] .22
(.23)
.93
(1254.11)
[-.24 , .67] .17
(.23)
.73
(1254.11)
[-.28 , .62] .00
(.26)
.01
(1069.11)
[-.51 , .52]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .44
(.18)
2.49*
(1612.59)
[.09 , .78] -.41
(.23)
-1.79†
(1254.11)
[-.86 , .04] -.58
(.23)
-2.53*
(1254.11)
[-1.03 , -.13] -.47
(.26)
-1.79†
(1069.11)
[-.98 , .05]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. .08
(.18)
.46
(1612.59)
[-.27 , .44] -.19
(.24)
-.79
(1254.11)
[-.66 , .28] -.22
(.24)
-.91
(1254.11)
[-.69 , .25] -.53
(.27)
-1.96†
(1069.11)
[-1.07 , .00]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 45.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the anxious prime and loser prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) .73
(.10)
7.48***
(582.18)
[.54 , .93] 1.15
(.14)
8.10***
(612.45)
[.87 , 1.43] 6.22
(.20)
31.35***
(699.24)
[5.83 , 6.60] 3.85
(.19)
20.38***
(684.45)
[3.48 , 4.22]
Trait  Anxiety -.02
(.08)
-.29
(582.18)
[-.18 , .13] .18
(.12)
1.55
(612.45)
[-.05 , .41] .40
(.16)
2.48*
(699.24)
[.08 , .72] .30
(.15)
1.96†
(684.45)
[.00 , .61]
Trait  Avoidance .26
(.08)
3.11**
(582.18)
[.10 , .43] -.11
(.12)
-.89
(612.45)
[-.35 , .13] -.56
(.17)
-3.29**
(699.24)
[-.90 , -.23] -.11
(.16)
-.69
(684.45)
[-.43 , .21]
Secure Prime .01
(.14)
.10
(582.18)
[-.26 , .29] -.24
(.20)
-1.20
(612.45)
[-.64 , .15] -.39
(.28)
-1.41
(699.24)
[-.95 , .16] -.04
(.27)
-.15
(684.45)
[-.57 , .48]
Avoidant Prime .11
(.14)
.78
(582.18)
[-.17 , .38] -.50
(.20)
-2.47*
(612.45)
[-.90 , -.10] -.55
(.28)
-1.95†
(699.24)
[-1.11 , .00] -.15
(.27)
-.56
(684.45)
[-.68 , .38]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .00
(.12)
-.03
(582.18)
[-.23 , .22] -.01
(.17)
-.08
(612.45)
[-.34 , .32] -.44
(.23)
-1.89†
(699.24)
[-.90 , .02] -.18
(.22)
-.80
(684.45)
[-.62 , .26]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.02
(.12)
-.18
(582.18)
[-.26 , .22] .05
(.18)
.26
(612.45)
[-.30 , .39] -.17
(.24)
-.69
(699.24)
[-.65 , .31] -.17
(.23)
-.71
(684.45)
[-.62 , .29]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -.14
(.12)
-1.20
(582.18)
[-.38 , .09] .17
(.17)
.98
(612.45)
[-.17 , .51] .58
(.24)
2.39*
(699.24)
[.10 , 1.06] .11
(.23)
.49
(684.45)
[-.34 , .57]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. -.13
(.12)
-1.08
(582.18)
[-.38 , .11] .03
(.18)
.17
(612.45)
[-.33 , .39] .22
(.25)
.86
(699.24)
[-.28 , .71] -.31
(.24)
-1.31
(684.45)
[-.79 , .16]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 46.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the anxious prime and nice guy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 4.58
(.14)
32.76***
(1599.24)
[4.31 , 4.86] -2.70
(.18)
-14.71***
(1279.42)
[-3.06 , -2.34] 2.37
(.22)
10.83***
(994.31)
[1.94 , 2.80] -3.85
(.18)
-21.00***
(1279.42)
[-4.21 , -3.49]
Trait  Anxiety .28
(.11)
2.44*
(1599.24)
[.05 , .50] -.12
(.15)
-.82
(1279.42)
[-.42 , .17] .10
(.18)
.55
(994.31)
[-.25 , .45] -.30
(.15)
-2.02*
(1279.42)
[-.60 , -.01]
Trait  Avoidance .15
(.12)
1.24
(1599.24)
[-.09 , .39] .00
(.16)
.02
(1279.42)
[-.31 , .31] -.45
(.19)
-2.39*
(994.31)
[-.82 , -.08] .11
(.16)
.71
(1279.42)
[-.20 , .42]
Secure Prime -.03
(.20)
-.13
(1599.24)
[-.42 , .36] -.20
(.26)
-.77
(1279.42)
[-.71 , .31] -.35
(.31)
-1.14
(994.31)
[-.96 , .25] .04
(.26)
.16
(1279.42)
[-.47 , .55]
Avoidant Prime -.04
(.20)
-.20
(1599.24)
[-.43 , .35] -.35
(.26)
-1.35
(1279.42)
[-.86 , .16] -.40
(.31)
-1.29
(994.31)
[-1.01 , .21] .15
(.26)
.57
(1279.42)
[-.36 , .66]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -.18
(.17)
-1.11
(1599.24)
[-.51 , .14] .17
(.22)
.77
(1279.42)
[-.26 , .59] -.26
(.26)
-1.02
(994.31)
[-.77 , .24] .18
(.22)
.83
(1279.42)
[-.25 , .60]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.19
(.17)
-1.08
(1599.24)
[-.53 , .15] .21
(.23)
.94
(1279.42)
[-.23 , .66] .00
(.27)
-.01
(994.31)
[-.53 , .53] .17
(.23)
.73
(1279.42)
[-.28 , .61]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -.03
(.17)
-.18
(1599.24)
[-.37 , .31] .06
(.22)
.25
(1279.42)
[-.38 , .50] .47
(.27)
1.74†
(994.31)
[-.06 , .99] -.11
(.22)
-.51
(1279.42)
[-.55 , .33]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. -.45
(.18)
-2.52*
(1599.24)
[-.80 , -.10] .34
(.23)
1.48
(1279.42)
[-.11 , .80] .53
(.28)
1.91†
(994.31)
[-.01 , 1.08] .31
(.23)
1.35
(1279.42)
[-.14 , .77]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 47.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the avoidant prime and bad boy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 1.49
(.12)
12.83***
(1074.86)
[1.27 , 1.72] 5.01
(.21)
24.03***
(808.06)
[4.60 , 5.42] -.65
(.15)
-4.50***
(641.91)
[-.94 , -.37] 3.05
(.20)
15.07***
(841.98)
[2.65 , 3.44]
Trait  Anxiety .18
(.11)
1.73†
(1074.86)
[-.02 , .39] .01
(.19)
.04
(808.06)
[-.36 , .38] -.23
(.13)
-1.73†
(641.91)
[-.48 , .03] -.09
(.18)
-.49
(841.98)
[-.45 , .27]
Trait  Avoidance .05
(.11)
.46
(1074.86)
[-.16 , .26] -.27
(.19)
-1.38
(808.06)
[-.64 , .11] .08
(.13)
.60
(641.91)
[-.18 , .34] -.35
(.19)
-1.87†
(841.98)
[-.71 , .02]
Anxious Prime .39
(.16)
2.40*
(1074.86)
[.07 , .71] .05
(.29)
.17
(808.06)
[-.53 , .62] -.50
(.20)
-2.46*
(641.91)
[-.90 , -.10] -.35
(.28)
-1.24
(841.98)
[-.91 , .21]
Secure Prime .17
(.16)
1.01
(1074.86)
[-.16 , .49] -.10
(.29)
-.36
(808.06)
[-.68 , .47] -.26
(.20)
-1.27
(641.91)
[-.66 , .14] -.15
(.28)
-.53
(841.98)
[-.71 , .41]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. -.03
(.14)
-.18
(1074.86)
[-.30 , .25] .22
(.25)
.85
(808.06)
[-.28 , .71] .05
(.18)
.26
(641.91)
[-.30 , .39] .21
(.25)
.86
(841.98)
[-.27 , .69]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -.04
(.14)
-.29
(1074.86)
[-.32 , .24] -.21
(.26)
-.83
(808.06)
[-.72 , .29] .06
(.18)
.33
(641.91)
[-.29 , .41] .05
(.25)
.18
(841.98)
[-.44 , .54]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. .10
(.15)
.71
(1074.86)
[-.18 , .39] -.19
(.26)
-.72
(808.06)
[-.70 , .33] .03
(.18)
.17
(641.91)
[-.33 , .39] .34
(.25)
1.36
(841.98)
[-.15 , .84]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .13
(.15)
.89
(1074.86)
[-.16 , .42] .22
(.26)
.85
(808.06)
[-.29 , .74] -.14
(.18)
-.77
(641.91)
[-.50 , .22] .29
(.25)
1.13
(841.98)
[-.21 , .79]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 48.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the avoidant prime and hero prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 6.51
(.15)
44.62***
(1612.59)
[6.22 , 6.79] -5.01
(.19)
-26.33***
(1254.11)
[-5.39 , -4.64] -5.67
(.19)
-29.76***
(1254.11)
[-6.04 , -5.29] -1.97
(.22)
-9.07***
(1069.11)
[-2.39 , -1.54]
Trait  Anxiety .19
(.13)
1.43
(1612.59)
[-.07 , .45] -.01
(.17)
-.04
(1254.11)
[-.35 , .33] -.23
(.17)
-1.36
(1254.11)
[-.57 , .10] -.10
(.20)
-.49
(1069.11)
[-.48 , .29]
Trait  Avoidance -.22
(.13)
-1.62
(1612.59)
[-.48 , .05] .27
(.18)
1.52
(1254.11)
[-.08 , .61] .35
(.18)
1.97*
(1254.11)
[.00 , .69] -.08
(.20)
-.41
(1069.11)
[-.47 , .31]
Anxious Prime .44
(.20)
2.16*
(1612.59)
[.04 , .84] -.05
(.27)
-.18
(1254.11)
[-.57 , .47] -.55
(.27)
-2.06*
(1254.11)
[-1.07 , -.03] -.40
(.30)
-1.32
(1069.11)
[-1.00 , .20]
Secure Prime .06
(.21)
.30
(1612.59)
[-.34 , .46] .10
(.27)
.39
(1254.11)
[-.42 , .63] -.16
(.27)
-.58
(1254.11)
[-.68 , .37] -.05
(.30)
-.15
(1069.11)
[-.64 , .55]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .19
(.18)
1.07
(1612.59)
[-.16 , .54] -.22
(.23)
-.93
(1254.11)
[-.67 , .24] -.17
(.23)
-.73
(1254.11)
[-.62 , .28] .00
(.26)
-.01
(1069.11)
[-.52 , .51]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -.26
(.18)
-1.42
(1612.59)
[-.61 , .10] .21
(.24)
.91
(1254.11)
[-.25 , .67] .27
(.24)
1.16
(1254.11)
[-.19 , .73] .26
(.27)
.97
(1069.11)
[-.27 , .78]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -.08
(.18)
-.46
(1612.59)
[-.44 , .27] .19
(.24)
.79
(1254.11)
[-.28 , .66] .22
(.24)
.91
(1254.11)
[-.25 , .69] .53
(.27)
1.96†
(1069.11)
[.00 , 1.07]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .35
(.18)
1.93†
(1612.59)
[-.01 , .71] -.22
(.24)
-.93
(1254.11)
[-.69 , .25] -.36
(.24)
-1.52
(1254.11)
[-.83 , .11] .06
(.27)
.24
(1069.11)
[-.47 , .60]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 49.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the avoidant prime and loser prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) .84
(.10)
8.46***
(582.18)
[.65 , 1.04] .65
(.14)
4.51***
(612.45)
[.37 , .94] 5.67
(.20)
28.13***
(699.24)
[5.27 , 6.06] 3.70
(.19)
19.28***
(684.45)
[3.32 , 4.08]
Trait  Anxiety -.04
(.09)
-.50
(582.18)
[-.22 , .13] .23
(.13)
1.73†
(612.45)
[-.03 , .48] .23
(.18)
1.28
(699.24)
[-.12 , .59] .14
(.17)
.79
(684.45)
[-.20 , .48]
Trait  Avoidance .13
(.09)
1.40
(582.18)
[-.05 , .31] -.08
(.13)
-.60
(612.45)
[-.34 , .18] -.35
(.19)
-1.86†
(699.24)
[-.71 , .02] -.43
(.18)
-2.42*
(684.45)
[-.77 , -.08]
Anxious Prime -.11
(.14)
-.78
(582.18)
[-.38 , .17] .50
(.20)
2.47*
(612.45)
[.10 , .90] .55
(.28)
1.95†
(699.24)
[.00 , 1.11] .15
(.27)
.56
(684.45)
[-.38 , .68]
Secure Prime -.09
(.14)
-.68
(582.18)
[-.37 , .18] .26
(.20)
1.28
(612.45)
[-.14 , .66] .16
(.28)
.55
(699.24)
[-.40 , .71] .11
(.27)
.40
(684.45)
[-.42 , .64]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .02
(.12)
.18
(582.18)
[-.22 , .26] -.05
(.18)
-.26
(612.45)
[-.39 , .30] .17
(.24)
.69
(699.24)
[-.31 , .65] .17
(.23)
.71
(684.45)
[-.29 , .62]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .02
(.12)
.15
(582.18)
[-.22 , .26] -.06
(.18)
-.33
(612.45)
[-.41 , .29] -.27
(.25)
-1.10
(699.24)
[-.76 , .21] -.01
(.24)
-.06
(684.45)
[-.48 , .45]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. .13
(.12)
1.08
(582.18)
[-.11 , .38] -.03
(.18)
-.17
(612.45)
[-.39 , .33] -.22
(.25)
-.86
(699.24)
[-.71 , .28] .31
(.24)
1.31
(684.45)
[-.16 , .79]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -.01
(.13)
-.08
(582.18)
[-.26 , .24] .14
(.18)
.77
(612.45)
[-.22 , .50] .36
(.25)
1.43
(699.24)
[-.13 , .86] .43
(.24)
1.78†
(684.45)
[-.05 , .90]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 50.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s relationship interest in male prototypes from attachment primes and trait 
attachment, using the avoidant prime and nice guy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 4.54
(.14)
31.96***
(1599.24)
[4.26 , 4.82] -3.05
(.19)
-16.36***
(1279.42)
[-3.41 , -2.68] 1.97
(.22)
8.85***
(994.31)
[1.53 , 2.40] -3.70
(.19)
-19.86***
(1279.42)
[-4.06 , -3.33]
Trait  Anxiety .09
(.13)
.72
(1599.24)
[-.16 , .35] .09
(.17)
.53
(1279.42)
[-.24 , .42] .10
(.20)
.48
(994.31)
[-.30 , .49] -.14
(.17)
-.81
(1279.42)
[-.47 , .19]
Trait  Avoidance -.30
(.13)
-2.28*
(1599.24)
[-.56 , -.04] .35
(.17)
2.03*
(1279.42)
[.01 , .68] .08
(.20)
.40
(994.31)
[-.32 , .48] .43
(.17)
2.49*
(1279.42)
[.09 , .76]
Anxious Prime .04
(.20)
.20
(1599.24)
[-.35 , .43] .35
(.26)
1.35
(1279.42)
[-.16 , .86] .40
(.31)
1.29
(994.31)
[-.21 , 1.01] -.15
(.26)
-.57
(1279.42)
[-.66 , .36]
Secure Prime .01
(.20)
.07
(1599.24)
[-.38 , .41] .15
(.26)
.58
(1279.42)
[-.36 , .66] .05
(.31)
.15
(994.31)
[-.57 , .66] -.11
(.26)
-.41
(1279.42)
[-.62 , .41]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .19
(.17)
1.08
(1599.24)
[-.15 , .53] -.21
(.23)
-.94
(1279.42)
[-.66 , .23] .00
(.27)
.01
(994.31)
[-.53 , .53] -.17
(.23)
-.73
(1279.42)
[-.61 , .28]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .00
(.18)
.02
(1599.24)
[-.34 , .35] -.05
(.23)
-.20
(1279.42)
[-.50 , .41] -.26
(.27)
-.95
(994.31)
[-.80 , .28] .01
(.23)
.06
(1279.42)
[-.44 , .47]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. .45
(.18)
2.52*
(1599.24)
[.10 , .80] -.34
(.23)
-1.48
(1279.42)
[-.80 , .11] -.53
(.28)
-1.91†
(994.31)
[-1.08 , .01] -.31
(.23)
-1.35
(1279.42)
[-.77 , .14]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .42
(.18)
2.34*
(1599.24)
[.07 , .77] -.29
(.23)
-1.23
(1279.42)
[-.75 , .17] -.06
(.28)
-.23
(994.31)
[-.61 , .48] -.43
(.23)
-1.83†
(1279.42)
[-.89 , .03]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
110 
Table 51.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the secure prime and bad boy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 19.59
(1.05)
18.70***
(977.56)
[17.53 , 21.64] 26.84
(1.45)
18.52***
(903.78)
[23.99 , 29.68] -3.05
(1.16)
-2.62**
(487.34)
[-5.34 , -.76] 26.51
(1.45)
18.34***
(911.11)
[23.68 , 29.35]
Trait  Anxiety -.03
(.90)
-.04
(984.64)
[-1.80 , 1.74] -1.21
(1.25)
-.97
(916.59)
[-3.66 , 1.23] .75
(1.01)
.75
(485.84)
[-1.22 , 2.73] -.01
(1.24)
-.01
(924.04)
[-2.45 , 2.43]
Trait  Avoidance .30
(.92)
.33
(985.25)
[-1.51 , 2.11] 1.25
(1.27)
.99
(919.34)
[-1.23 , 3.74] -1.17
(1.02)
-1.14
(485.73)
[-3.18 , .85] -1.09
(1.26)
-.86
(926.90)
[-3.57 , 1.39]
Anxious Prime -2.33
(1.47)
-1.58
(975.06)
[-5.21 , .56] 3.78
(2.04)
1.86†
(897.71)
[-.21 , 7.78] .48
(1.63)
.30
(486.37)
[-2.72 , 3.68] 4.55
(2.03)
2.24*
(906.89)
[.57 , 8.53]
Avoidant Prime -1.62
(1.49)
-1.08
(976.11)
[-4.54 , 1.31] 3.98
(2.06)
1.93†
(901.22)
[-.07 , 8.03] 1.08
(1.66)
.65
(487.70)
[-2.18 , 4.34] 3.87
(2.06)
1.88†
(908.52)
[-.16 , 7.91]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. -.27
(1.22)
-.22
(979.92)
[-2.68 , 2.13] 2.62
(1.70)
1.55
(903.76)
[-.71 , 5.95] -1.25
(1.36)
-.92
(488.21)
[-3.93 , 1.43] -.46
(1.69)
-.27
(916.90)
[-3.77 , 2.85]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.13
(1.32)
-.10
(978.48)
[-2.72 , 2.45] .27
(1.82)
.15
(905.29)
[-3.31 , 3.84] -.10
(1.47)
-.07
(488.43)
[-3.00 , 2.80] -.84
(1.82)
-.46
(912.62)
[-4.40 , 2.73]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -.84
(1.28)
-.65
(980.99)
[-3.35 , 1.68] -2.74
(1.77)
-1.55
(908.66)
[-6.21 , .72] 1.83
(1.42)
1.29
(485.37)
[-.96 , 4.62] 1.27
(1.76)
.72
(919.01)
[-2.18 , 4.73]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. 1.52
(1.34)
1.13
(981.30)
[-1.12 , 4.16] -.70
(1.85)
-.38
(911.58)
[-4.34 , 2.94] 2.03
(1.50)
1.35
(488.25)
[-.92 , 4.99] .03
(1.85)
.01
(919.04)
[-3.60 , 3.65]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 52.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the secure prime and hero prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 46.42
(1.16)
39.97***
(1438.97)
[44.14 , 48.70] -26.81
(1.39)
-19.34***
(1215.62)
[-29.53 , -24.09] -29.84
(1.39)
-21.44***
(1215.78)
[-32.57 , -27.11] -.32
(1.49)
-.22
(1089.52)
[-3.25 , 2.60]
Trait  Anxiety -1.25
(.99)
-1.26
(1440.75)
[-3.20 , .70] 1.20
(1.19)
1.00
(1225.11)
[-1.14 , 3.54] 1.94
(1.20)
1.62
(1223.60)
[-.41 , 4.29] 1.20
(1.27)
.94
(1089.52)
[-1.30 , 3.70]
Trait  Avoidance 1.56
(1.01)
1.54
(1437.19)
[-.42 , 3.53] -1.25
(1.21)
-1.03
(1221.92)
[-3.63 , 1.14] -2.43
(1.22)
-2.00*
(1223.81)
[-4.82 , -.04] -2.34
(1.29)
-1.81†
(1089.52)
[-4.88 , .19]
Anxious Prime 1.44
(1.64)
.88
(1440.12)
[-1.77 , 4.64] -3.81
(1.94)
-1.96†
(1211.66)
[-7.62 , .01] -3.32
(1.95)
-1.70†
(1214.52)
[-7.16 , .51] .79
(2.09)
.38
(1092.35)
[-3.32 , 4.90]
Avoidant Prime 2.37
(1.66)
1.43
(1437.95)
[-.88 , 5.62] -4.03
(1.97)
-2.05*
(1213.27)
[-7.90 , -.16] -2.92
(1.99)
-1.47
(1216.62)
[-6.82 , .98] -.11
(2.12)
-.05
(1089.52)
[-4.27 , 4.06]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. 2.39
(1.36)
1.76†
(1445.45)
[-.27 , 5.06] -2.60
(1.62)
-1.61
(1216.43)
[-5.79 , .58] -3.89
(1.63)
-2.38*
(1222.62)
[-7.09 , -.68] -3.12
(1.74)
-1.79†
(1098.08)
[-6.53 , .29]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. .14
(1.46)
.10
(1438.71)
[-2.72 , 3.00] -.25
(1.74)
-.14
(1216.76)
[-3.67 , 3.17] -.32
(1.76)
-.18
(1221.92)
[-3.78 , 3.14] -1.11
(1.87)
-.59
(1089.52)
[-4.78 , 2.56]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -3.55
(1.41)
-2.51*
(1440.36)
[-6.33 , -.78] 2.76
(1.69)
1.63
(1216.49)
[-.56 , 6.08] 4.59
(1.70)
2.71**
(1220.09)
[1.27 , 7.92] 3.99
(1.81)
2.20*
(1093.86)
[.44 , 7.54]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. .82
(1.48)
.55
(1437.06)
[-2.09 , 3.72] .68
(1.77)
.38
(1217.66)
[-2.80 , 4.16] 2.80
(1.79)
1.57
(1223.02)
[-.71 , 6.31] .73
(1.90)
.38
(1089.52)
[-3.00 , 4.45]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 53.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the secure prime and loser prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 16.54
(1.05)
15.68***
(980.70)
[14.47 , 18.61] 3.05
(1.16)
2.62**
(487.34)
[.76 , 5.34] 29.89
(1.45)
20.57***
(910.13)
[27.04 , 32.74] 29.57
(1.45)
20.40***
(917.60)
[26.72 , 32.41]
Trait  Anxiety .72
(.91)
.79
(988.35)
[-1.07 , 2.51] -.75
(1.01)
-.75
(485.84)
[-2.73 , 1.22] -1.97
(1.25)
-1.57
(924.25)
[-4.42 , .49] -.76
(1.25)
-.61
(931.89)
[-3.21 , 1.68]
Trait  Avoidance -.86
(.93)
-.93
(987.87)
[-2.68 , .95] 1.17
(1.02)
1.14
(485.73)
[-.85 , 3.18] 2.42
(1.27)
1.91†
(925.35)
[-.07 , 4.91] .08
(1.27)
.06
(933.02)
[-2.41 , 2.56]
Anxious Prime -1.84
(1.48)
-1.25
(978.05)
[-4.74 , 1.05] -.48
(1.63)
-.30
(486.37)
[-3.68 , 2.72] 3.30
(2.04)
1.62
(904.64)
[-.71 , 7.31] 4.07
(2.03)
2.00*
(912.73)
[.08 , 8.06]
Avoidant Prime -.53
(1.51)
-.35
(981.56)
[-3.49 , 2.42] -1.08
(1.66)
-.65
(487.70)
[-4.34 , 2.18] 2.90
(2.07)
1.40
(912.94)
[-1.17 , 6.97] 2.79
(2.07)
1.35
(920.46)
[-1.27 , 6.85]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. -1.52
(1.23)
-1.24
(984.09)
[-3.95 , .90] 1.25
(1.36)
.92
(488.21)
[-1.43 , 3.93] 3.88
(1.70)
2.28*
(915.21)
[.53 , 7.22] .80
(1.69)
.47
(924.76)
[-2.52 , 4.12]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.23
(1.34)
-.17
(987.05)
[-2.86 , 2.39] .10
(1.47)
.07
(488.43)
[-2.80 , 3.00] .37
(1.84)
.20
(924.42)
[-3.24 , 3.97] -.74
(1.83)
-.40
(932.12)
[-4.33 , 2.85]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. 1.00
(1.28)
.78
(982.45)
[-1.52 , 3.52] -1.83
(1.42)
-1.29
(485.37)
[-4.62 , .96] -4.58
(1.77)
-2.59**
(913.11)
[-8.05 , -1.10] -.56
(1.76)
-.32
(921.65)
[-4.02 , 2.90]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. 3.55
(1.36)
2.61**
(987.66)
[.88 , 6.22] -2.03
(1.50)
-1.35
(488.25)
[-4.99 , .92] -2.73
(1.86)
-1.47
(926.32)
[-6.39 , .92] -2.01
(1.86)
-1.08
(934.04)
[-5.66 , 1.64]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 54.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the secure prime and nice guy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 46.10
(1.16)
39.78***
(1434.15)
[43.82 , 48.37] -26.49
(1.38)
-19.16***
(1224.47)
[-29.21 , -23.78] .32
(1.49)
.22
(1077.03)
[-2.61 , 3.26] -29.55
(1.39)
-21.28***
(1224.63)
[-32.28 , -26.83]
Trait  Anxiety -.05
(.99)
-.05
(1435.95)
[-1.99 , 1.89] .04
(1.19)
.03
(1233.98)
[-2.30 , 2.37] -1.20
(1.28)
-.94
(1077.03)
[-3.71 , 1.31] .78
(1.20)
.65
(1232.47)
[-1.57 , 3.13]
Trait  Avoidance -.79
(1.01)
-.78
(1432.36)
[-2.76 , 1.19] 1.06
(1.21)
.88
(1230.79)
[-1.31 , 3.44] 2.34
(1.30)
1.81†
(1077.03)
[-.20 , 4.89] -.11
(1.22)
-.09
(1232.68)
[-2.50 , 2.27]
Anxious Prime 2.23
(1.63)
1.37
(1433.15)
[-.97 , 5.42] -4.62
(1.94)
-2.38*
(1221.30)
[-8.43 , -.82] -.81
(2.10)
-.38
(1075.76)
[-4.93 , 3.32] -4.12
(1.95)
-2.12*
(1222.29)
[-7.94 , -.30]
Avoidant Prime 2.26
(1.65)
1.37
(1433.12)
[-.98 , 5.50] -3.89
(1.97)
-1.98*
(1222.11)
[-7.75 , -.03] .11
(2.13)
.05
(1077.03)
[-4.07 , 4.28] -2.76
(1.98)
-1.39
(1225.47)
[-6.65 , 1.13]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. -.72
(1.35)
-.54
(1434.19)
[-3.37 , 1.92] .47
(1.61)
.29
(1227.66)
[-2.69 , 3.64] 3.13
(1.74)
1.80†
(1073.20)
[-.29 , 6.56] -.83
(1.62)
-.51
(1228.03)
[-4.02 , 2.35]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.97
(1.46)
-.66
(1433.89)
[-3.82 , 1.89] .83
(1.74)
.48
(1225.61)
[-2.58 , 4.24] 1.11
(1.88)
.59
(1077.03)
[-2.57 , 4.79] .75
(1.76)
.43
(1230.79)
[-2.70 , 4.20]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. .43
(1.41)
.31
(1432.24)
[-2.32 , 3.19] -1.23
(1.69)
-.73
(1226.52)
[-4.54 , 2.08] -3.98
(1.82)
-2.19*
(1075.09)
[-7.54 , -.41] .59
(1.69)
.35
(1227.24)
[-2.73 , 3.90]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. 1.54
(1.48)
1.05
(1432.23)
[-1.35 , 4.44] -.02
(1.77)
-.01
(1226.51)
[-3.49 , 3.45] -.73
(1.90)
-.38
(1077.03)
[-4.46 , 3.01] 2.06
(1.79)
1.15
(1231.89)
[-1.44 , 5.57]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 55.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the anxious prime and bad boy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 17.26
(1.03)
16.76***
(972.44)
[15.24 , 19.28] 30.62
(1.43)
21.42***
(891.51)
[27.81 , 33.43] -2.57
(1.14)
-2.25*
(485.37)
[-4.81 , -.33] 31.06
(1.42)
21.83***
(902.55)
[28.27 , 33.85]
Trait  Anxiety -.31
(.83)
-.37
(974.31)
[-1.93 , 1.32] 1.41
(1.15)
1.23
(888.95)
[-.85 , 3.67] -.50
(.92)
-.54
(491.05)
[-2.31 , 1.31] -.47
(1.14)
-.41
(908.51)
[-2.71 , 1.77]
Trait  Avoidance -.53
(.89)
-.60
(976.41)
[-2.28 , 1.21] -1.49
(1.23)
-1.21
(897.49)
[-3.91 , .93] .67
(.98)
.68
(484.98)
[-1.26 , 2.60] .18
(1.23)
.15
(910.70)
[-2.22 , 2.59]
Secure Prime 2.33
(1.47)
1.58
(975.06)
[-.56 , 5.21] -3.78
(2.04)
-1.86†
(897.71)
[-7.78 , .21] -.48
(1.63)
-.30
(486.37)
[-3.68 , 2.72] -4.55
(2.03)
-2.24*
(906.89)
[-8.53 , -.57]
Avoidant Prime .71
(1.48)
.48
(973.59)
[-2.19 , 3.61] .20
(2.05)
.10
(895.21)
[-3.82 , 4.22] .60
(1.64)
.36
(486.75)
[-2.63 , 3.83] -.68
(2.04)
-.33
(904.33)
[-4.68 , 3.33]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .27
(1.22)
.22
(979.92)
[-2.13 , 2.68] -2.62
(1.70)
-1.55
(903.76)
[-5.95 , .71] 1.25
(1.36)
.92
(488.21)
[-1.43 , 3.93] .46
(1.69)
.27
(916.90)
[-2.85 , 3.77]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. .14
(1.27)
.11
(973.56)
[-2.35 , 2.62] -2.35
(1.76)
-1.34
(892.67)
[-5.81 , 1.10] 1.15
(1.42)
.81
(490.85)
[-1.63 , 3.94] -.38
(1.75)
-.22
(905.17)
[-3.81 , 3.05]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. .84
(1.28)
.65
(980.99)
[-1.68 , 3.35] 2.74
(1.77)
1.55
(908.66)
[-.72 , 6.21] -1.83
(1.42)
-1.29
(485.37)
[-4.62 , .96] -1.27
(1.76)
-.72
(919.01)
[-4.73 , 2.18]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. 2.35
(1.32)
1.78†
(977.17)
[-.24 , 4.95] 2.04
(1.83)
1.12
(901.50)
[-1.55 , 5.64] .20
(1.47)
.14
(488.01)
[-2.70 , 3.10] -1.25
(1.82)
-.68
(911.52)
[-4.82 , 2.33]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 56.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the anxious prime and hero prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 47.86
(1.15)
41.59***
(1441.29)
[45.60 , 50.11] -30.61
(1.36)
-22.44***
(1207.58)
[-33.29 , -27.94] -33.17
(1.37)
-24.21***
(1213.21)
[-35.85 , -30.48] .47
(1.47)
.32
(1095.25)
[-2.42 , 3.36]
Trait  Anxiety 1.14
(.93)
1.23
(1450.83)
[-.68 , 2.96] -1.41
(1.10)
-1.28
(1206.22)
[-3.56 , .75] -1.95
(1.11)
-1.76†
(1221.47)
[-4.12 , .23] -1.92
(1.18)
-1.62
(1108.08)
[-4.24 , .41]
Trait  Avoidance -2.00
(.99)
-2.02*
(1443.64)
[-3.94 , -.06] 1.51
(1.18)
1.29
(1210.75)
[-.80 , 3.83] 2.16
(1.18)
1.83†
(1216.12)
[-.15 , 4.47] 1.65
(1.27)
1.30
(1098.38)
[-.84 , 4.13]
Secure Prime -1.44
(1.64)
-.88
(1440.12)
[-4.64 , 1.77] 3.81
(1.94)
1.96†
(1211.66)
[-.01 , 7.62] 3.32
(1.95)
1.70†
(1214.52)
[-.51 , 7.16] -.79
(2.09)
-.38
(1092.35)
[-4.90 , 3.32]
Avoidant Prime .94
(1.65)
.57
(1439.07)
[-2.30 , 4.17] -.23
(1.96)
-.12
(1209.32)
[-4.07 , 3.61] .40
(1.97)
.21
(1215.39)
[-3.46 , 4.27] -.90
(2.11)
-.43
(1092.31)
[-5.04 , 3.24]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -2.39
(1.36)
-1.76†
(1445.45)
[-5.06 , .27] 2.60
(1.62)
1.61
(1216.43)
[-.58 , 5.79] 3.89
(1.63)
2.38*
(1222.62)
[.68 , 7.09] 3.12
(1.74)
1.79†
(1098.08)
[-.29 , 6.53]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -2.25
(1.41)
-1.59
(1442.92)
[-5.03 , .52] 2.35
(1.68)
1.40
(1208.04)
[-.94 , 5.65] 3.57
(1.70)
2.10*
(1220.90)
[.23 , 6.90] 2.01
(1.81)
1.11
(1097.42)
[-1.54 , 5.56]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. 3.55
(1.41)
2.51*
(1440.36)
[.78 , 6.33] -2.76
(1.69)
-1.63
(1216.49)
[-6.08 , .56] -4.59
(1.70)
-2.71**
(1220.09)
[-7.92 , -1.27] -3.99
(1.81)
-2.20*
(1093.86)
[-7.54 , -.44]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. 4.37
(1.47)
2.98**
(1440.00)
[1.49 , 7.25] -2.08
(1.75)
-1.19
(1212.48)
[-5.52 , 1.35] -1.79
(1.76)
-1.01
(1219.56)
[-5.25 , 1.67] -3.26
(1.88)
-1.73†
(1093.54)
[-6.95 , .43]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Loser Nice GuyHero Bad Boy
Reference Comparisons
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Table 57.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the anxious prime and loser prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 14.69
(1.03)
14.21***
(975.25)
[12.66 , 16.72] 2.57
(1.14)
2.25*
(485.37)
[.33 , 4.81] 33.19
(1.43)
23.15***
(898.99)
[30.38 , 36.00] 33.63
(1.43)
23.59***
(907.70)
[30.84 , 36.43]
Trait  Anxiety -.80
(.83)
-.97
(978.98)
[-2.44 , .83] .50
(.92)
.54
(491.05)
[-1.31 , 2.31] 1.91
(1.16)
1.65†
(904.72)
[-.36 , 4.18] .03
(1.14)
.03
(916.36)
[-2.21 , 2.28]
Trait  Avoidance .13
(.89)
.15
(976.45)
[-1.61 , 1.88] -.67
(.98)
-.68
(484.98)
[-2.60 , 1.26] -2.16
(1.23)
-1.75†
(900.25)
[-4.58 , .26] -.49
(1.23)
-.40
(909.62)
[-2.89 , 1.92]
Secure Prime 1.84
(1.48)
1.25
(978.05)
[-1.05 , 4.74] .48
(1.63)
.30
(486.37)
[-2.72 , 3.68] -3.30
(2.04)
-1.62
(904.64)
[-7.31 , .71] -4.07
(2.03)
-2.00*
(912.73)
[-8.06 , -.08]
Avoidant Prime 1.31
(1.49)
.88
(979.01)
[-1.62 , 4.24] -.60
(1.64)
-.36
(486.75)
[-3.83 , 2.63] -.40
(2.06)
-.19
(907.57)
[-4.44 , 3.64] -1.28
(2.05)
-.62
(915.71)
[-5.30 , 2.75]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. 1.52
(1.23)
1.24
(984.09)
[-.90 , 3.95] -1.25
(1.36)
-.92
(488.21)
[-3.93 , 1.43] -3.88
(1.70)
-2.28*
(915.21)
[-7.22 , -.53] -.80
(1.69)
-.47
(924.76)
[-4.12 , 2.52]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. 1.29
(1.29)
1.00
(983.07)
[-1.23 , 3.82] -1.15
(1.42)
-.81
(490.85)
[-3.94 , 1.63] -3.51
(1.77)
-1.98*
(916.14)
[-6.99 , -.02] -1.53
(1.76)
-.87
(925.57)
[-4.99 , 1.93]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -1.00
(1.28)
-.78
(982.45)
[-3.52 , 1.52] 1.83
(1.42)
1.29
(485.37)
[-.96 , 4.62] 4.58
(1.77)
2.59**
(913.11)
[1.10 , 8.05] .56
(1.76)
.32
(921.65)
[-2.90 , 4.02]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. 2.56
(1.34)
1.91†
(982.73)
[-.07 , 5.18] -.20
(1.47)
-.14
(488.01)
[-3.10 , 2.70] 1.84
(1.84)
1.00
(915.05)
[-1.77 , 5.45] -1.45
(1.83)
-.79
(923.56)
[-5.04 , 2.15]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
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Table 58.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the anxious prime and nice guy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 48.33
(1.14)
42.23***
(1432.11)
[46.08 , 50.57] -31.12
(1.36)
-22.88***
(1218.03)
[-33.78 , -28.45] -.48
(1.48)
-.32
(1074.46)
[-3.38 , 2.42] -33.67
(1.36)
-24.69***
(1219.86)
[-36.35 , -31.00]
Trait  Anxiety -.77
(.92)
-.85
(1432.11)
[-2.57 , 1.02] .51
(1.09)
.47
(1220.16)
[-1.63 , 2.65] 1.93
(1.19)
1.63
(1068.75)
[-.40 , 4.27] -.05
(1.10)
-.05
(1222.73)
[-2.20 , 2.10]
Trait  Avoidance -.35
(.98)
-.36
(1432.11)
[-2.28 , 1.58] -.17
(1.17)
-.14
(1221.99)
[-2.47 , 2.14] -1.63
(1.27)
-1.28
(1073.06)
[-4.13 , .86] .47
(1.17)
.40
(1221.40)
[-1.83 , 2.77]
Secure Prime -2.23
(1.63)
-1.37
(1433.15)
[-5.42 , .97] 4.62
(1.94)
2.38*
(1221.30)
[.82 , 8.43] .81
(2.10)
.38
(1075.76)
[-3.32 , 4.93] 4.12
(1.95)
2.12*
(1222.29)
[.30 , 7.94]
Avoidant Prime .03
(1.64)
.02
(1432.11)
[-3.18 , 3.25] .73
(1.95)
.37
(1218.95)
[-3.10 , 4.56] .91
(2.12)
.43
(1075.78)
[-3.24 , 5.07] 1.36
(1.96)
.69
(1223.18)
[-2.49 , 5.22]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .72
(1.35)
.54
(1434.19)
[-1.92 , 3.37] -.47
(1.61)
-.29
(1227.66)
[-3.64 , 2.69] -3.13
(1.74)
-1.80†
(1073.20)
[-6.56 , .29] .83
(1.62)
.51
(1228.03)
[-2.35 , 4.02]
Tr. Anx. x Avd. Pr. -.24
(1.41)
-.17
(1432.11)
[-3.00 , 2.51] .35
(1.67)
.21
(1219.06)
[-2.93 , 3.63] -2.03
(1.82)
-1.12
(1073.49)
[-5.59 , 1.54] 1.58
(1.69)
.93
(1226.56)
[-1.74 , 4.90]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -.43
(1.41)
-.31
(1432.24)
[-3.19 , 2.32] 1.23
(1.69)
.73
(1226.52)
[-2.08 , 4.54] 3.98
(1.82)
2.19*
(1075.09)
[.41 , 7.54] -.59
(1.69)
-.35
(1227.24)
[-3.90 , 2.73]
Tr. Avd. x Avd. Pr. 1.11
(1.46)
.76
(1432.11)
[-1.76 , 3.98] 1.21
(1.75)
.69
(1222.42)
[-2.21 , 4.63] 3.25
(1.89)
1.72†
(1075.23)
[-.45 , 6.95] 1.47
(1.76)
.84
(1226.83)
[-1.97 , 4.92]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Table 59.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the avoidant prime and bad boy prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 17.97
(1.06)
16.94***
(974.67)
[15.89 , 20.06] 30.82
(1.47)
20.99***
(898.73)
[27.94 , 33.70] -1.97
(1.18)
-1.66†
(488.04)
[-4.30 , .36] 30.39
(1.46)
20.75***
(906.01)
[27.51 , 33.26]
Trait  Anxiety -.17
(.96)
-.17
(972.98)
[-2.05 , 1.72] -.94
(1.33)
-.71
(895.47)
[-3.55 , 1.67] .65
(1.08)
.61
(490.70)
[-1.47 , 2.77] -.85
(1.33)
-.64
(902.70)
[-3.45 , 1.75]
Trait  Avoidance 1.82
(.98)
1.86†
(977.80)
[-.10 , 3.74] .55
(1.35)
.41
(904.83)
[-2.10 , 3.21] .87
(1.10)
.79
(490.45)
[-1.29 , 3.03] -1.06
(1.35)
-.79
(912.20)
[-3.71 , 1.59]
Anxious Prime -.71
(1.48)
-.48
(973.59)
[-3.61 , 2.19] -.20
(2.05)
-.10
(895.21)
[-4.22 , 3.82] -.60
(1.64)
-.36
(486.75)
[-3.83 , 2.63] .68
(2.04)
.33
(904.33)
[-3.33 , 4.68]
Secure Prime 1.62
(1.49)
1.08
(976.11)
[-1.31 , 4.54] -3.98
(2.06)
-1.93†
(901.22)
[-8.03 , .07] -1.08
(1.66)
-.65
(487.70)
[-4.34 , 2.18] -3.87
(2.06)
-1.88†
(908.52)
[-7.91 , .16]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. -.14
(1.27)
-.11
(973.56)
[-2.62 , 2.35] 2.35
(1.76)
1.34
(892.67)
[-1.10 , 5.81] -1.15
(1.42)
-.81
(490.85)
[-3.94 , 1.63] .38
(1.75)
.22
(905.17)
[-3.05 , 3.81]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .13
(1.32)
.10
(978.48)
[-2.45 , 2.72] -.27
(1.82)
-.15
(905.29)
[-3.84 , 3.31] .10
(1.47)
.07
(488.43)
[-2.80 , 3.00] .84
(1.82)
.46
(912.62)
[-2.73 , 4.40]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -2.35
(1.32)
-1.78†
(977.17)
[-4.95 , .24] -2.04
(1.83)
-1.12
(901.50)
[-5.64 , 1.55] -.20
(1.47)
-.14
(488.01)
[-3.10 , 2.70] 1.25
(1.82)
.68
(911.52)
[-2.33 , 4.82]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -1.52
(1.34)
-1.13
(981.30)
[-4.16 , 1.12] .70
(1.85)
.38
(911.58)
[-2.94 , 4.34] -2.03
(1.50)
-1.35
(488.25)
[-4.99 , .92] -.03
(1.85)
-.01
(919.04)
[-3.65 , 3.60]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Bad Boy Hero Loser Nice Guy
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Table 60.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the avoidant prime and hero prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 48.79
(1.18)
41.38***
(1436.95)
[46.48 , 51.11] -30.84
(1.40)
-21.98***
(1210.97)
[-33.59 , -28.09] -32.76
(1.42)
-23.11***
(1217.42)
[-35.54 , -29.98] -.43
(1.51)
-.29
(1089.52)
[-3.40 , 2.53]
Trait  Anxiety -1.11
(1.07)
-1.04
(1436.95)
[-3.21 , .99] .95
(1.27)
.75
(1209.41)
[-1.54 , 3.44] 1.62
(1.29)
1.25
(1220.48)
[-.91 , 4.15] .09
(1.37)
.07
(1089.52)
[-2.60 , 2.78]
Trait  Avoidance 2.37
(1.08)
2.19*
(1436.95)
[.25 , 4.50] -.57
(1.29)
-.44
(1213.92)
[-3.11 , 1.97] .37
(1.31)
.28
(1222.34)
[-2.20 , 2.94] -1.62
(1.39)
-1.16
(1089.52)
[-4.34 , 1.11]
Anxious Prime -.94
(1.65)
-.57
(1439.07)
[-4.17 , 2.30] .23
(1.96)
.12
(1209.32)
[-3.61 , 4.07] -.40
(1.97)
-.21
(1215.39)
[-4.27 , 3.46] .90
(2.11)
.43
(1092.31)
[-3.24 , 5.04]
Secure Prime -2.37
(1.66)
-1.43
(1437.95)
[-5.62 , .88] 4.03
(1.97)
2.05*
(1213.27)
[.16 , 7.90] 2.92
(1.99)
1.47
(1216.62)
[-.98 , 6.82] .11
(2.12)
.05
(1089.52)
[-4.06 , 4.27]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. 2.25
(1.41)
1.59
(1442.92)
[-.52 , 5.03] -2.35
(1.68)
-1.40
(1208.04)
[-5.65 , .94] -3.57
(1.70)
-2.10*
(1220.90)
[-6.90 , -.23] -2.01
(1.81)
-1.11
(1097.42)
[-5.56 , 1.54]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. -.14
(1.46)
-.10
(1438.71)
[-3.00 , 2.72] .25
(1.74)
.14
(1216.76)
[-3.17 , 3.67] .32
(1.76)
.18
(1221.92)
[-3.14 , 3.78] 1.11
(1.87)
.59
(1089.52)
[-2.56 , 4.78]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -4.37
(1.47)
-2.98**
(1440.00)
[-7.25 , -1.49] 2.08
(1.75)
1.19
(1212.48)
[-1.35 , 5.52] 1.79
(1.76)
1.01
(1219.56)
[-1.67 , 5.25] 3.26
(1.88)
1.73†
(1093.54)
[-.43 , 6.95]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -.82
(1.48)
-.55
(1437.06)
[-3.72 , 2.09] -.68
(1.77)
-.38
(1217.66)
[-4.16 , 2.80] -2.80
(1.79)
-1.57
(1223.02)
[-6.31 , .71] -.73
(1.90)
-.38
(1089.52)
[-4.45 , 3.00]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Hero Bad Boy Loser Nice Guy
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Table 61.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the avoidant prime and loser prototype as references for comparison 
 
  
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 16.00
(1.08)
14.88***
(982.38)
[13.89 , 18.11] 1.97
(1.18)
1.66†
(488.04)
[-.36 , 4.30] 32.79
(1.48)
22.18***
(915.64)
[29.89 , 35.69] 32.36
(1.47)
21.95***
(923.22)
[29.47 , 35.25]
Trait  Anxiety .49
(.98)
.50
(985.92)
[-1.44 , 2.41] -.65
(1.08)
-.61
(490.70)
[-2.77 , 1.47] -1.60
(1.35)
-1.19
(924.55)
[-4.24 , 1.04] -1.50
(1.34)
-1.12
(932.30)
[-4.14 , 1.13]
Trait  Avoidance 2.69
(1.00)
2.70**
(987.44)
[.73 , 4.65] -.87
(1.10)
-.79
(490.45)
[-3.03 , 1.29] -.32
(1.37)
-.23
(927.14)
[-3.00 , 2.36] -1.93
(1.36)
-1.42
(934.91)
[-4.60 , .74]
Anxious Prime -1.31
(1.49)
-.88
(979.01)
[-4.24 , 1.62] .60
(1.64)
.36
(486.75)
[-2.63 , 3.83] .40
(2.06)
.19
(907.57)
[-3.64 , 4.44] 1.28
(2.05)
.62
(915.71)
[-2.75 , 5.30]
Secure Prime .53
(1.51)
.35
(981.56)
[-2.42 , 3.49] 1.08
(1.66)
.65
(487.70)
[-2.18 , 4.34] -2.90
(2.07)
-1.40
(912.94)
[-6.97 , 1.17] -2.79
(2.07)
-1.35
(920.46)
[-6.85 , 1.27]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. -1.29
(1.29)
-1.00
(983.07)
[-3.82 , 1.23] 1.15
(1.42)
.81
(490.85)
[-1.63 , 3.94] 3.51
(1.77)
1.98*
(916.14)
[.02 , 6.99] 1.53
(1.76)
.87
(925.57)
[-1.93 , 4.99]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .23
(1.34)
.17
(987.05)
[-2.39 , 2.86] -.10
(1.47)
-.07
(488.43)
[-3.00 , 2.80] -.37
(1.84)
-.20
(924.42)
[-3.97 , 3.24] .74
(1.83)
.40
(932.12)
[-2.85 , 4.33]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -2.56
(1.34)
-1.91†
(982.73)
[-5.18 , .07] .20
(1.47)
.14
(488.01)
[-2.70 , 3.10] -1.84
(1.84)
-1.00
(915.05)
[-5.45 , 1.77] 1.45
(1.83)
.79
(923.56)
[-2.15 , 5.04]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -3.55
(1.36)
-2.61**
(987.66)
[-6.22 , -.88] 2.03
(1.50)
1.35
(488.25)
[-.92 , 4.99] 2.73
(1.86)
1.47
(926.32)
[-.92 , 6.39] 2.01
(1.86)
1.08
(934.04)
[-1.64 , 5.66]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Loser Bad Boy Hero Nice Guy
Reference Comparisons
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Table 62.  Study 3 model predicting differences in women’s estimates of male prototypes’ investment in hypothetical offspring from 
attachment primes and trait attachment, using the avoidant prime and nice guy prototype as references for comparison 
 
 
Predictor
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Estimate
(SE )
t
(df ) CI
Ref. mean (or comp. diff.) 48.36
(1.18)
41.12***
(1432.11)
[46.05 , 50.67] -30.39
(1.40)
-21.70***
(1219.81)
[-33.13 , -27.64] .43
(1.52)
.29
(1077.03)
[-2.54 , 3.41] -32.31
(1.41)
-22.84***
(1226.27)
[-35.09 , -29.54]
Trait  Anxiety -1.02
(1.07)
-.95
(1432.11)
[-3.11 , 1.07] .87
(1.27)
.68
(1218.24)
[-1.62 , 3.35] -.09
(1.37)
-.07
(1077.03)
[-2.79 , 2.60] 1.53
(1.29)
1.19
(1229.33)
[-1.00 , 4.06]
Trait  Avoidance .76
(1.08)
.70
(1432.11)
[-1.36 , 2.88] 1.04
(1.29)
.81
(1222.77)
[-1.49 , 3.58] 1.62
(1.39)
1.16
(1077.03)
[-1.12 , 4.35] 1.95
(1.31)
1.49
(1231.20)
[-.62 , 4.52]
Anxious Prime -.03
(1.64)
-.02
(1432.11)
[-3.25 , 3.18] -.73
(1.95)
-.37
(1218.95)
[-4.56 , 3.10] -.91
(2.12)
-.43
(1075.78)
[-5.07 , 3.24] -1.36
(1.96)
-.69
(1223.18)
[-5.22 , 2.49]
Secure Prime -2.26
(1.65)
-1.37
(1433.12)
[-5.50 , .98] 3.89
(1.97)
1.98*
(1222.11)
[.03 , 7.75] -.11
(2.13)
-.05
(1077.03)
[-4.28 , 4.07] 2.76
(1.98)
1.39
(1225.47)
[-1.13 , 6.65]
Tr. Anx. x Anx. Pr. .24
(1.41)
.17
(1432.11)
[-2.51 , 3.00] -.35
(1.67)
-.21
(1219.06)
[-3.63 , 2.93] 2.03
(1.82)
1.12
(1073.49)
[-1.54 , 5.59] -1.58
(1.69)
-.93
(1226.56)
[-4.90 , 1.74]
Tr. Anx. x Sec. Pr. .97
(1.46)
.66
(1433.89)
[-1.89 , 3.82] -.83
(1.74)
-.48
(1225.61)
[-4.24 , 2.58] -1.11
(1.88)
-.59
(1077.03)
[-4.79 , 2.57] -.75
(1.76)
-.43
(1230.79)
[-4.20 , 2.70]
Tr. Avd. x Anx. Pr. -1.11
(1.46)
-.76
(1432.11)
[-3.98 , 1.76] -1.21
(1.75)
-.69
(1222.42)
[-4.63 , 2.21] -3.25
(1.89)
-1.72†
(1075.23)
[-6.95 , .45] -1.47
(1.76)
-.84
(1226.83)
[-4.92 , 1.97]
Tr. Avd. x Sec. Pr. -1.54
(1.48)
-1.05
(1432.23)
[-4.44 , 1.35] .02
(1.77)
.01
(1226.51)
[-3.45 , 3.49] .73
(1.90)
.38
(1077.03)
[-3.01 , 4.46] -2.06
(1.79)
-1.15
(1231.89)
[-5.57 , 1.44]
† p  < .10; * p  < .05; ** p  < .01; *** p  < .001
Reference Comparisons
Nice Guy Bad Boy Hero Loser
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Figure 1.  Diagram showing how different combinations of low and high values of 
dominance and supportiveness discriminate among the bad boy, hero, loser, and nice guy.  
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Figure 2.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s attachment 
anxiety and their reported sexual interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A 
bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from 
zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are 
different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed 
brackets indicate marginal findings.  
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Figure 3.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s attachment 
avoidance and their reported sexual interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  
A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is different 
from zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs 
between are different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings and 
dashed brackets indicate marginal findings.  
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Figure 4.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s self-esteem 
and their reported sexual interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket 
( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, 
while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are 
different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed 
brackets indicate marginal findings.  
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Figure 5.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s scores on the 
sociosexual orientation inventory (SOI) and their reported sexual interest in each of the 
four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that 
the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the 
slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  Solid brackets 
indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings.  Note: higher 
scores on the SOI indicate less restricted attitudes about sex. 
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Figure 6.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s menstrual 
cycle phase and their reported sexual interest in each of the four prototypical male 
profiles. A bracket ( ] ) over a prototype indicates a difference between phases.  Solid 
brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings. 
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Figure 7.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s pubertal 
timing and their reported sexual interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A 
bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from 
zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are 
different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed 
brackets indicate marginal findings. 
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Figure 8.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s attachment 
anxiety and their reported relationship interest in each of the four prototypical male 
profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is 
different from zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it 
runs between are different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings 
and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings. 
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Figure 9.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s attachment 
avoidance and their reported relationship interest in each of the four prototypical male 
profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is 
different from zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it 
runs between are different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings 
and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings. 
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Figure 10.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s self-esteem 
and their reported relationship interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A 
bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from 
zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are 
different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed 
brackets indicate marginal findings. 
  
132 
 
Figure 11.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s scores on the 
sociosexual orientation inventory (SOI) and their reported relationship interest in each of 
the four prototypical male profiles.  Note: higher scores on the SOI indicate less restricted 
attitudes about sex.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of 
that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two 
lines it runs between are different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant 
findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings. 
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Figure 12.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s menstrual 
cycle phase and their reported relationship interest in each of the four prototypical male 
profiles.  A small bracket ( ] ) over a single prototype indicates a difference between 
phases for that prototype, while a bracket that bridges two prototypes indicates that cycle 
phases predict interest differently for those prototypes.  Solid brackets indicate significant 
findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings. 
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Figure 13.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s attachment 
avoidance and their estimates of investment in childcare by prototypical male profiles, if 
they hypothetically had a child together.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line 
indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket 
indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  
Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal 
findings. 
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Figure 14.  Study 2 model graph showing the association between women’s self-esteem 
and their estimates of investment in childcare by prototypical male profiles, if they 
hypothetically had a child together.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates 
that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the 
slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  Solid brackets 
indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings. 
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Figure 15.  Study 2 model graph showing the interaction between women’s pubertal 
timing and menstrual cycle phase in predicting their estimates of investment in childcare 
by the bad boy, if they hypothetically had a child together.  Note: Probing the interaction 
revealed that the difference in estimated parental care between women who were in the 
low fertility group vs. those who were in the high fertility group was only significant for 
women who matured earlier. 
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Figure 16.  Study 3 model graph showing the differences in women’s reported sexual 
interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles by attachment prime condition.  A 
bracket ( ] ) over a prototype indicates a difference between two prime conditions.  Solid 
brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings. 
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Figure 17.  Study 3 model graph of the secure attachment prime condition, showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment avoidance and their reported sexual 
interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to 
a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket 
indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  
Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal 
findings.  
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Figure 18.  Study 3 model graph of the anxious attachment prime condition, showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment anxiety and their reported sexual interest 
in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line 
indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket 
indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  
Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal 
findings. 
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Figure 19.  Study 3 model graph of the anxious attachment prime condition, showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment avoidance and their reported sexual 
interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to 
a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket 
indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  
Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal 
findings.  
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Figure 20.  Study 3 model graph of the avoidant attachment prime condition, showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment anxiety and their reported sexual interest 
in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line 
indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket 
indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  
Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal 
findings.  
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Figure 21.  Study 3 model graph showing the differences in women’s reported 
relationship interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles by attachment prime 
condition.  A small bracket ( ] ) over two bars of a single prototype indicates a difference 
between prime conditions for that prototype.  A bracket that bridges two prototypes 
indicates that the difference between two prime conditions are different for those 
prototypes (an interaction).  Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed 
brackets indicate marginal findings.  
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Figure 22.  Study 3 model graph of the secure attachment prime condition, showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment avoidance and their reported relationship 
interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to 
a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket 
indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  
Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal 
findings.  
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Figure 23.  Study 3 model graph of the anxious attachment prime condition, showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment anxiety and their reported relationship 
interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to 
a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket 
indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  
Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal 
findings.
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Figure 24.  Study 3 model graph of the anxious attachment prime condition, showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment avoidance and their reported relationship 
interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to 
a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket 
indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  
Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal 
findings.
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Figure 25.  Study 3 model graph of the avoidant attachment prime condition, showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment anxiety and their reported relationship 
interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to 
a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket 
indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  
Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal 
findings.
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Figure 26.  Study 3 model graph of the avoidant attachment prime condition, showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment avoidance and their reported relationship 
interest in each of the four prototypical male profiles.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to 
a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from zero, while a vertical bracket 
indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are different from one another.  
Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed brackets indicate marginal 
findings. 
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Figure 27.  Study 3 model graph showing the effects of attachment prime conditions on 
women’s estimates of parental investment by prototypical male profiles (if they 
hypothetically had a child together).  All bracketed ( ] ) effects shown are interactions 
between pairs of prototypes by pairs of prime conditions (i.e., the differences between 
pairs of bars are different).  Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed 
brackets indicate marginal findings.  No single prototype was significantly or marginally 
different across prime conditions.  
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Figure 28.  Study 3 model graph of the secure attachment prime condition showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment avoidance and their estimates of 
investment in childcare by prototypical male profiles, if they hypothetically had a child 
together.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is 
different from zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it 
runs between are different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings 
and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings. 
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Figure 29.  Study 3 model graph of the anxious attachment prime condition showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment anxiety and their estimates of investment 
in childcare by prototypical male profiles, if they hypothetically had a child together.  A 
bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is different from 
zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it runs between are 
different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings and dashed 
brackets indicate marginal findings.  
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Figure 30.  Study 3 model graph of the anxious attachment prime condition showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment avoidance and their estimates of 
investment in childcare by prototypical male profiles, if they hypothetically had a child 
together.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is 
different from zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it 
runs between are different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings 
and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings. 
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Figure 31.  Study 3 model graph of the avoidant attachment prime condition showing the 
association between women’s trait attachment avoidance and their estimates of 
investment in childcare by prototypical male profiles, if they hypothetically had a child 
together.  A bracket ( ] ) that runs parallel to a line indicates that the slope of that line is 
different from zero, while a vertical bracket indicates that the slopes of the two lines it 
runs between are different from one another.  Solid brackets indicate significant findings 
and dashed brackets indicate marginal findings.  
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APPENDIX A 
PROTOTYPE PROFILES 
Bad Boy Profile:  
Agency: 
This person is powerful (in the social sense)—assertive, confident, and 
persuasive.  He is a take-charge type.  He is also adventurous; he is a thrill-seeker and is 
exciting to be around. 
Communality: 
 This person may not be very conscientious or helpful—he may be undependable, 
unreliable, or irresponsible.  He also may not be very caring, compassionate, or 
supportive of others, or at least he may not know how to show it.  His morals may be 
questionable and he lacks a sense of duty. 
Hero Profile: 
Agency: 
This person is powerful (in the social sense)—assertive, confident, and 
persuasive.  He is a take-charge type.  He is also adventurous; he is a thrill-seeker and is 
exciting to be around. 
Communality: 
 This person is very conscientious and helpful—he is dependable, reliable, and 
responsible.  He also is very caring, compassionate, and supportive of others.  His morals 
are sound and he possesses a sense of duty. 
Loser Profile: 
Agency: 
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This person is not very powerful (in the social sense)—unassertive, unconfident, 
or unpersuasive.  He is not a take-charge type.  He is not very self-reliant.  He is not very 
adventurous or thrill-seeking and may not be very exciting to be around. 
Communality: 
 This person may not be very conscientious or helpful—he may be undependable, 
unreliable, or irresponsible.  He also may not be very caring, compassionate, or 
supportive of others, or at least he may not know how to show it.  His morals may be 
questionable and he lacks a sense of duty.  
Nice Guy Profile: 
Agency: 
This person is not very powerful (in the social sense)—unassertive, unconfident, 
or unpersuasive.  He is not a take-charge type.  He is not very self-reliant.  He is not very 
adventurous or thrill-seeking and may not be very exciting to be around. 
Communality: 
This person is very conscientious and helpful—he is dependable, reliable, and 
responsible.  He also is very caring, compassionate, and supportive of others.  His morals 
are sound and he possesses a sense of duty. 
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APPENDIX B 
PROFILE PHOTOGRAPHS 
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APPENDIX C 
ATTRACTION SCALE 
1.) How interested would you be in dating this person? 
 
Not at all   Somewhat   Extremely 
0 1 2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
2.) How interested would you be in 'hooking up' (engaging in physical intimacy without 
being in a relationship or with uncertainty about relationship status) with this person? 
 
Not at all   Somewhat   Extremely 
0 1 2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
3.) How interested would you be in having casual sex with this person? 
 
Not at all   Somewhat   Extremely 
0 1 2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
4.)  How interested would you be in this person as a long term relationship partner? 
 
Not at all   Somewhat   Extremely 
0 1 2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
5.)  How interested would you be in this person as a husband or life partner? 
 
Not at all   Somewhat   Extremely 
0 1 2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
6.) To what extent would you consider this person to be your “type?” 
 
Not at all   Somewhat   Definitely 
0 1 2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Notes 
1 All continuous variables that were included in the models were grand mean 
centered. 
 
2 Insignificant random effects, shown in the equations as the letter ‘𝐺𝐺’, were 
trimmed from each model and differed model to model.  This may account for the fact 
that the significance of some of the same associations differed slightly from model to 
model. 
 
3 In analyses without the control variables included, greater attachment anxiety 
was marginally associated with increasing sexual interest in the bad boy, a finding that 
was similar to when relationship interest was the outcome. 
 
4 I did, however, fit models predicting sexual interest, relationship interest, and 
parental investment from sociosexual orientation, menstrual cycle phase, and their 
interaction.  There were no significant interactions. 
 
 5 For this analysis, I included participants whose ages at puberty were within 3 
SD of the mean (8 to 16.28 years old); however, I was advised that it is uncommon for 
women to mature as early as age eight or nine (L. L. Sievert, personal communication, 
January 21, 2016).  Therefore, I also ran this analysis excluding participants who had 
matured at age nine or younger and discovered that the interaction between menstrual 
cycle and pubertal timing was no longer significant when these participants were 
excluded (p = .114). 
